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Experimental Priority Mail Flat- 
Rate Box, 2004 

BEFORE THE 
POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, DC 20268-0001 

Docket No. MC2004-2 

DESIGNATION OF WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION 

lnterroqatories 

United States Postal Service 

Daniel J. Barren (USPS-T-2) 

Office of the Consumer Advocate DBP/USPS-T2-1-5, 7-9, l ib -g ,  12-19, 21-31, 33 
DBP/USPS-TI-I, 4a, 5b-d redirected to T2 
OCNUSPS-T2-1-5, 6a, c-e, h, 7-18, 21-23, 25- 

L. Paul Loetscher (USPS-T-3) 

Office of the Consumer Advocate 

Thomas M. Scherer (USPS-T-1) 

Office of the Consumer Advocate 

DBP/USPS-T3-I-I 1 
DBP/USPS-TI -6, 14b redirected to T3 

POlR No. 1, Questions 1-3 
OCAJUSPS-T3-I -8 

DBPIUSPS-TI -2-3, 4b, 5a, 7-1 3, 14a, 15-1 6 
DBP/USPS-T2-6, I O ,  1 la ,  h-i redirected to T I  

POlR No. 1. Question 3 
OCNUSPS-TI -1-16, 26-28, 31-33 
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Party Interroqatories 

Institutional 

Office of the Consumer Advocate DBP/USPS-I -6 
DFC/USPS-2-3, 5, 7 
OCNUSPS-TI -1 7-25 redirected to USPS 

Respectfully 
submitted, 

Steven W. Williams 
Secretary 
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INTERROGATORY RESPONSES 
DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION 

lnterroaatow 

United States Postal Service 

Daniel J. Barrett (USPS-T-2) 

DBP/USPS-T2-1 
DBPIUSPS-T2-2 
DBPlUSPST2-3 
DBPIUSPS-T2-4 
DBPIUSPS-T2-5 
DBPIUSPS-T2-7 
DBPIUSPS-T2-8 
DBPIUSPS-T2-9 
DBPIUSPS-T2-I 1 b 
DBP/USPS-T2-1 I C  
DBPIUSPS-T2-I I d  
DBP/USPS-T2-1 1 e 
DBPIUSPS-T2-I I f  
DBPIUSPS-T2-I 1 g 
DBP/USPS-T2-I 2 
DBP/USPS-T2-13 
DBP/USPS-T2-14 
DBPIUSPS-T2-I 5 
DBP/USPS-TZ-I 6 
DBPIUSPS-T2-I 7 
DBPIUSPS-T2-I 8 
DBP/USPS-T2-1 9 

DBPIUSPS-T2-21 
DBPIUSPS-T2-22 
DBPIUSPS-T2-23 
DBPIUSPS-T2-24 
DBPlUSPST2-25 
DBPIUSPS-T2-26 
DBPIUSPS-T2-27 
DBPIUSPS-T2-28 
DBPIUSPS-T2-29 

Desiqnatinq Parties 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
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Interroqatoy 

DBP/USPS-T2-30 
DBP/USPS-T2-31 
DBP/USPS-T2-33 
DBP/USPS-T1-1 redirected to T2 
DBP/USPS-TI -4a redirected to T2 
DBPIUSPS-TI -5b redirected to T2 
DBP/USPS-TI -5c redirected to T2 
DBP/USPS-TI-5d redirected to T2 
OCNUSPS-T2-1 
OCAJUSPS-T2-2 
OCAJUSPS-T2-3 
OCAJUSPS-T2-4 
OCAJUSPS-T2-5 
OCAJUSPS-T2-6a 
OCAJUSPS-T2-6c 
OCAJUSPS-T2-6d 
OCNUSPS-T2-6e 
OCNUSPS-T2-6h 
OCNUSPS-T2-7 
OCAJUSPS-T2-8 
OCNUSPS-T2-9 
OCNUSPS-T2-10 
OCAJUSPS-T2-11 
OCAJUSPS-T2-12 
OCNUSPS-T2-13 
OCA/USPS-T2-14 
OCAJUSPS-T2-15 
OCA/USPS-T2-16 
OCAJUSPS-T2-17 
OCAJUSPS-T2-18 
OCAJUSPS-T2-21 
OCAJUSPS-T2-22 
OCAJUSPS-T2-23 
OCAJUSPS-T2-25 
OCAJUSPS-T2-26 
OCAJUS PS-T2-27 
OCAJUSPS-T2-28 

Desiqnatinq Parties 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
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Interroaatory 

OCNUSPS-T2-29 

L. Paul Loetscher (USPS-T-3) 

DBP/USPS-T3-1 
DBP/USPS-T3-2 
DBP/USPS-T3-3 
DBP/USPS-T3-4 
DBP/USPS-T3-5 
DBPIUSPS-T3-6 
DBPlUSPST3-7 
DBP/USPS-T3-8 
DBP/USPS-T3-9 
DBP/USPS-T3-10 
DBPIUSPS-T3-11 
DBPIUSPS-TI-6 redirected to T3 
DBPIUSPS-TI-14b redirected to T3 
OCNUSPS-T3-I 
OCNUSPS-T3-2 
OCNUSPS-T3-3 
OCNUSPS-T3-4 
OCNUSPS-T3-5 
OCNUSPS-T3-6 
OCNUSPS-T3-7 
OCNUSPS-T3-8 
POlR No. 1. Questions 1-3 

Thomas M. Scherer (USPS-T-1) 
DBPIUSPS-TI -2 

DBPIUSPS-TI -3 
DBP/USPS-T1-4b 
DBP/USPS-TI -5a 
DBPIUSPS-TI -7 

DBPIUSPS-TI -8 
DBPIUSPS-TI -9 
DBPIUSPS-TI -1 0 

DBPIUSPS-TI -1 1 
DBPIUSPS-TI-12 

Desiqnatina Parties 

OCA 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
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Interroqatory 

DBP/USPS-TI -1 4a 
DBP/USPS-TI -1 5 

DBP/USPS-TI -1 3 

DBP/USPS-TI -1 6 
DBP/USPS-T2-6 redirected to T I  
DBP/USPS-TZ-IO redirected to T I  
DBP/USPS-T2-I l a  redirected to T I  
DBP/USPS-TZ-I 1 h redirected to T I  
DBP/USPS-TZ-I 1 i redirected to T I  
OCNUSPS-TI -1 
OCNUSPS-TI -2 
OCNUSPS-TI -3 
OCNUSPS-TI -4 
OCNUSPS-TI -5 
OCNUSPS-TI -6 
OCNUSPS-TI -7 
OCNUSPS-TI -8 
OCNUSPS-TI -9 
OCNUSPS-TI -1 0 
OCNUSPS-TI-I 1 
OCNUSPS-TI -1 2 

OCNUSPS-TI -1 3 
OCNUSPS-TI-I4 
OCNUSPS-TI-15 
OCNUSPS-TI -1 6 
OCNUSPS-TI -26 
OCAJUSPS-TI -27 

OCNUSPS-TI -28 
OCNUSPS-TI -31 
OCNUSPS-TI -32 
OCNUSPS-TI -33 
POlR No. 1, Question 3 

Desianatina Parties 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 

Institutional 

DBPIUSPS-I 
DBPIUSPS-2 
DBPIUSPS-3 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
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Interroqatoy 

DBP/USPS-4 
DBP/USPS-5 
DBP/USPS-6 
DFC/USPS-2 
DFC/USPS-3 
DFC/USPS-5 
DFC/USPS-7 
OCNUSPS-TI-17 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI-18 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -1 9 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -20 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -21 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -22 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -23 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -24 redirected to USPS 
OCNUSPS-TI -25 redirected to USPS 

Desiqnatinq Parties 

OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
OCA 



United States Postal Service 

Daniel J. Barrett 
(USPS-T-2) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPST2-1 On Page 3 Line 24 of your testimony, you indicate that contract postal 
iinits will find it easier to offer Priority Mail to their customers. [a] Do contract postal units 
provide identical retail mail acceptance services which are similar to "regular" postal 
facilities? [b] If not, explain the differences. [c] Do you feel that "regular" postal facilities 
will also find it easier to offer Priority Mail to their customers? [d] If not, why not? 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Contract postal units provide similar, though not 'identical' retail mail 

acceptance services 

[b] One key difference lies within the very definition of a contract unit - that it 

is staffed by third-party employees. Therefore, the nature of the experience for the 

custornei- would likely not be considered "identical." However, contract postal units are 

trained on the same Aviation Security and HAZMAT issues as post offices. They follow 

similar acceptance procedures and are subject to audits and performance reviews to 

ensure compliance 

[c] Yes. 

[d] NIA 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-2 
indicate the outside and inside dimensions of the two proposed Flat-Rate Boxes. The 
difference between the outside and inside dimensions of the same dimension varies 
between 0.25 and 0.75 inches. [a] What is the thickness of the box? [b] Please 
explain why there is a variation of between 0.25 and 0.75 inches between the outside 
and inside dimensions. 

Between Page 4 Line 21 and Page 5 Line 1 of your testimony, you 

RESPONSE: 

[a1 - [bl The first proposed box is considered a Regular Slotted Containei 

(RSC) style container. The RSC is typically more square and deeper in stature than an 

Full Over-Lap (FOL) style box and is a top load box. The RSC would be more suitable 

for shipping bulkier items such as shoes or toys, etc. The RSC style box has flaps on 

the top and bottom and is usually sealed with a pressure sensitive closure tape applied 

during packing and sealing. There are two (2) different flaps that fold in on the top and 

hottom of the box; the minor flap and major flap, and each flap accounts for 118" of 

cardboard, This accounts for 114" on the toD and %" on the bottom or 112" total. This 

particular box has an inside dimension of 11" x 8.5" x 5.5"; top to bottom being the 5.5" 

dimension. The outside dimensions are 11.25" x 8.75" x 6"; top to bottom being the 6' 

dimension. Note the 112" difference between the two top to bottom dimensions. This 

difference accommodates the thickness of the flaps folded in on the top and bottom 

The side dimensions differ by X" which is the thickness of the cardboard (1/8" on each 

side). 

The second of the two boxes proposed is considered a Full Over-Lap style 

container. The FOL is typically a longer and narrower box suitable for smaller garments 

and other items of that nature and is an end-loading box. The FOL style box has flaps 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-2 Response (continued) 

on both ends and is usually sealed with a pressure sensitive closure tape applied to the 

box during manufacturing. There are three (3) different flaps that fold in on each end of 

the box; t h e  dust flap, rriirior flap and major flap, and each flap accounts for 1/16" of 

cardboard. This accounts for 3/16" on each end or 318" total. This particular box has an 

inside dimension of 11.875" x 3.375" x 13.625"; the end to end measurement being the 

13.625". The outside dimensions are 12"x 3.5" x 14"; end to end being the 14" 

dimensions. Note the 318" difference between the two end to end dimensions. This 

difference accommodates the thickness of the flaps folded in on both ends. The side 

dimensions differ by 1/8" which is the thickness of the cardboai-d (1116") on each side. 

Note that on page 5 of my testimony, line 11, I implicitly assumed that both box 

types woLild be constructed using 32 ECT board of 118'' thickness. However, in 

responding Lo this question, I discovered that the two boxes will use board of slightly 

different thickness, as indicated above. This is in keeping with the design of currently- 

available Postal Service provided Priority Mail boxes, which differ in board thickness 

depending on whether the box is an RSC or an FOL. A correction of the inside 

dimensions of the FOL stated on page 4, line 23 of my testimony, to match those 

indicated above, will be filed shortly. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-3 On Page 5 L ines4 and 5 of your testimony, you indicate that the 
proposed Flat-Rate Boxes have a similarity to the currently available Priority Mail 
corrugated boxes. [a] With respect to a!! of the currently available Priority Mail boxes, 
please provide the following information: [ I ]  outside dimensions [2] inside dimensions [3] 
type and thickness of the box material [4] weight of the empty box. [b] Please indicate 
which of these boxes are the ones that are similar to the proposed Flat-Rate Boxes. [c] 
Please explain any differences in dimensions or characteristics between the currently 
available boxes and their similar proposed Flat-Rate Box. [d] What is the weight ofeach of 
the two empty proposed Flat-Rate Boxes? 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Following are the currently-available standard Priority Mail boxes along 

with their respective characteristics: 

0-1 095 

[ I ]  

[2] 12-114" X 3" X 15-112" 

[3] 

[4] 9.504 oz. 

12-7/16" x 3.114" x 15.314" 

29 ECT E flute, 1/16'' 

0-1 096s 

[ I ]  

[2] 

[3] 

[4] 2.272 OZ, 

8-11/16" x 5-518" x 1-13/16" 

8-9/16" X 5-318" X 1-518" 

29 ECT E flute, 1/16" 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-3 Response (continued) 

0:1OsGC 

[ I ]  0-518" x 6-112" x 2-112" 

[2] 9-112" X 6-114" X 2-3/16'' 

[3] 

[4] 3.024 O Z .  

29 ECT E flute, 1116" 

0- 1097 

[ 1 ] 1 1-314" x 2-314" x 13-518" 

[2] 11-112" X 2-318" X 13-118" 

[3] 

[4] 6.240 O Z .  

29 ECT E flute. 1/16" 

0 7 1  092 

[ I ]  12-114" x 3" x 13-314" 

[2] 12-118" x 2-314" x 13-318" 

[3] %SECT E flute, 1116" 

[4] 7.504 O Z .  

0-1 098M 

[ I ]  6-118" x 5-5/16" x 38-118" 

[2] 6" X 5-118'' X 38" 

[3] 

[4] 10.416 oz. 

29 ECT E flute. 1116" 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-3 Response (continued) 

0 - 1  098s  

[ I ]  6-118" x 6-118" x 25-518" 

121 

[3] 

[4] 7.216 oz.  

0-Box 4 

5-314" X 5-314" X 25" 

29 ECT E flute. 1/16" 

[ I ]  7-114" x 7-114" x 6-112" 

[2] 

[3] 

[4] 4.816 02. 

7" X 7" X 6" 

29 ECT B flute. 118" 

OTB!X7 

[ I ]  12-114" x 12-114" x 8-112" 

[2] 

[3] 

[4] 13.872 02. 

12" X 12" X 8" 

32 ECT B flute. 118" 

[b] There are no boxes that are similar in both construction and size to the 

RSC box. The FOL box is similar in construction and size to the 0-1092, 0-1095 and 

0-1 097. 

[c] See response lo [a], above 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-3 Response (continued) 

[d] The RSC is expected to weigh approximately 8 O Z . .  while the FOL is 

expected to weigh approximately 7 O Z .  



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-4 
of the boxes. Please provide a copy or indication of the printing that will appear on 
each of the six faces of both of the sizes of boxes of both the currently available Priority 
Mail similar boxes and the proposed flat-rate boxes. 

On Page 6 Lines 1 to 5 of your testimony, you indicate the printing 

RESPONSE: 

Exact graphics and text for the proposed boxes have not yet been determined. 

However, the following are among items that appear on currently available items and 

are expected to appear on the proposed boxes: 

Priority Mail gi-aphics, (and, for Flat Rate items, graphics designating them as 

Flat Rate) 

Instructions for use. including parameters and limitations for mail entry (Aviation 

Security and Hazardous Materials) 

Warning against use of the box for purposes other than sending Priority Mail 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID 6. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPST2-5 On Page 6 Lines 12 to 22 of your testimony, you indicate that the 
Flat-Rate Boxes will be widely available. [a] Is it the intention of the Postal Service to 
have the availability of the proposed Flat-Rate Boxes in a manner that is equivalent to 
the availability of the non-flat-rate boxes that are similar in size? [b] If so, please 
explain the methods and directives that will be utilized to achieve this result and the 
evaluations that will be made to ensure continuing compliance. [c] If not, why not? 

RES P 0 N S E : 

[a] Yes 

[b] The Flat Rate Box alternatives will be produced, distributed and 

maintained in a fashion similar to existing Priority Mail packaging alternatives. The new 

items will he made available via the same channels through which other Priority Mail 

packaginrl materials may he accessed. Multiple internal commL~inications will announce 

the introduction of the new items. ensuring awareness among Postal employees 

Corporate and field management will ensure the Flat Rate Boxes are made available to 

the custotnei- in the intended manner. 

[c] NIA 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-7 
indicate how mailers will enter these Flat-Rate Boxes into the mail stream. [a] Will 
either or both of the proposed Flat-Rate Boxes fit into a standard blue collection box? 
[b] If either or both will fit into a standard blue collection box, confirm that a mailer 
utilizing stamps to pay the postage will have to be able to determine that the box weighs 
less than 16 ounces before mailing the box in this manner and therefore would be 
paying an extra $3.85 in postage for the convenience of utilizing a Flat-Rate Box. [c] If 
a mailer is required to bring the box to a retail window at a post office because it weighs 
over 16 ounces. confirm that a mailer would have very little incentive to utilize the Flat- 
Rate Box in those instances where the postage rate exceeds the regular Priority Mail 
rate. [d] Please explain why the return address on a package must match the location 
of the pick-up by a Postal Service letter carrier. [e] Please confirm that the 
requirements of subpart d mean that a mailer may not use their home address for mail 
picked up a i  ilieitr work location oI vice versa or that they may not mail a package for a 
neighbor, relative. or friend [at a different return address]. [fl Please confirm that a 
mailer who brings a box to a retail window at a post office because it weighs over 16 
ounces may utilize any valid return address. [g] Please explain any items you are not 
atjle Lo c:ol l f l l l l~ l  

Between Page 7 Line 14 and Page 8 Line 3 of your testimony, you 

RESPONSE: 

[a] 

[b] NIA 

[c] 

No; neither item will fit into a collection box 

This statement seems to imply that a package must be brought to the 

retail counter simply because it weighs "over 16 ounces." This is simply not the case 

First, the guideline is inclusive of packages weighing 16 ounces, meaning it applies to 

packages weighing 16 ounces or more, not just those weighing "over 16 ounces." 

Second, the items to which some mail entry restriction apli ies are only those exceeding 

this weight threshold and bearing postage in the form of stamps. Restrictions do not 

apply when olcictronic postage or metered postage is used, regardless of the weight of 

the package. Finally, the post office is only one option for entry of packages weighing 

16 ounces or more bearing stamps ~ pickup by the letter carrier is also a feasible 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-7 Response (continued) 

method offering greater convenience. Therefore, I believe the mailer could still realize 

a convenience benefit on Flat Rate Boxes, including those weighing 16 ounces or more 

and bearing postage in the form of stamps. 

[d] For packages weighing 16 ounces or more and bearing postage in the 

form of stamps, the return address on the  mailing piece must match the location of 

pickup. This is part of the Postal Service's mail security protocol. 

[e] Confirmed. 

[q Confirmed. 

[SI N/A 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-8 [a] Will mailers be able to utilize the on-line Postal Service website 
to prepare Priority Mail labels for mailing Flat-Rate Boxes? [b] If so, will those boxes be 
able to be mailed in a blue collection box? [c] If not, why not? 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Yes. 

[b] The boxes are too large to fit in a collection box 

[c] NIA 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPST2-9 [a] Confirm that the basic convenience factor for the use of the 
Flat-Rate Box stems from three items, namely, that, #I -the mailer does not have to 
weigh the parcel; #2 - the mailer does not have to determine the zone for the parcel; 
and #3 the mailer does not have to calculate the postage for the given weight and zone. 
[h] Please coiifirm that a mailer utilizing the on-line Postal Service website will have the 

zone and postage calculated [assuming the weight of the parcel was known]. [c] 
Please explain any items you are not able to confirm. 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Confirmed 

[b] Confirmed, assuming the weight of the item IS known, and the customer 

has access to the internet 

[c] NIA 



3 4  

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-11 
2002, the rate for a Priority Mail Flat-Rate Envelope was the 2-pound rate and when the 
Flat-Rate Envelope was utilized for weights under 16 ounces. the mailer was required to 
pay a higher postage rate [when compared to the non-flat-rate postage rate]. [b] 
Please confirm that on June I >  2002, the Postal Service made both a flat-rate and a 
non-flat-rate Priority Mail envelope available to mailers and that these envelopes were 
identical in size and construction and had some similarity in design. [c] Please provide 
copies of the front and back of these two envelopes. [d] Was it the intention of the 
Postal Service to have both of these envelopes [flat-rate vs. non-flat-rate] equally 
available to the public? [e] If not, why not? If so, provide copies of any directives that 
were issued during the period of that rate to explain the two types of envelopes and the 
need for similar availability. [fl What publicity was provided to explain to the public that 
they could save money by utilizing the non-flat-rate envelope for mailings under 16 
ourices or any other relaled information to the flat-rate envelope? [g] Please explain 
any confusion you believe resulted by having a flat-rate postage that was more than the 
minimum postage rate [such as existed on June 1, 2002 with the Priority Mail 
Envelope]. [h] Do you feel a similar confusion could result with the proposed Flat-Rate 
Box rate? [I] If no, why not? If s o  what sleps does the Postal Scrvice plan to elmiinate 
the confusion. Lj] Please explain any items you are not able to confirm. 

[a] Please confirm that for the rates that were in effect on June 1, 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Redirected to witness Scheret- 

[b] On June 1 ,  2002 two envelopes of identical size and construction were 

offered for use with Priority Mail. The envelopes intentionally featured dissimilar 

graphic treatment to distinguish between the two 

[c] I am in the process of securing the requested items, and will provide them 

shortly. 

[d] Yes, it was the intention of the Postal Service to have these envelopes 

equally available to the public through June 30. 2002 

[e] NIA 

[fl I am unawat~e of any specific "publicity" produced for this reason, though 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-11 Response (continued) 

the Flat Rate Envelope is clearly designated as such 

[g] I am not aware of any confusion that "resulted by having a fiat-rate 

postage that was more than the minimum postage rate". However, I am aware that in 

Docket No. R2001-1, witness Scherer testified that customers did "risk using flat-rate 

envelopes weighing up to a pound and missing the opportunity to save at the one- 

pound rate." 

[h]-[i] Redirected to witness Scherer. 

lil NIA 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-12 What steps will the Postal Service take to ensure that Priority Mail 
users, both those that are sophisticated mailers as well as non-sophisticated mailers, 
will be aware of the availability of this new service and both the potential savings [in 
those cases where the Flat-Rate will cost less than the non-flat-rate] as well as the cost 
of the convenience of utilizing this service [in those cases where the Flat-Rate will cost 
more than the non-flat-rate]? This should include both the initial efforts as well as those 
that are ongoing during the experimental, and potentially continuing, period. 

RESPONSE: 

A communications plan is currently in the process of being developed. This plan 

will target both internal and external audiences. Internal communications will ensure 

Postal employees are aware of appropriate procedures for the sale, acceptance, and 

delivery of the Flat Rate Boxes, and will direct management to verify that these 

procedures are being executed as intended. The external, customer-targeted, portion 

of the plan will focus on the convcriiei7ce benefits of the Flat-Rate Box itenis. 111 its 

tnessaging to the public, the Postal Service intends to avoid creating any potential 

misimpression that the Flat Rate Box would necessarily be a "lowest cost" mailing 

solution for Priority Mail parcel shipments 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE BARRETT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-T2-13. In your response to Interrogatory DBPIUSPST2-4, you 
indicate that exact graphics and text for the proposed boxes have not been 
clc~teriiiineti [a] Please pi-ovitl? a i y  draft copies of the Iirinting. [b] If draft 
copies are not yet available, please advise when you expect to have them and 
provide draft and final copies when they become available. 

RESPONSE: 

In  accordance with POR MC2004-212, draft copies are attached. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAIUSPS-1-2-14, Please confirin that "a regular delivery stop" for a curbside delivery 
made from a postal vehicle typically is effected by placing mail into the curbside box 
and does not involve exiting the vehicle. I f  you do not confirm. please explain why not. 

 RESPONSE^ Not confirmed. A "1-egular delivery stop" is for all types of mail, including 

inail that is lat-gcr than the mail receptacle or inail that requires a customer signature 

Delivery of this iiiail should not be viewed as "irregular" since it is a normal activity. 

although it does require exiting the vehicle 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-15. Please confirm that the free Carrier Pickup service accessed at 
ica rr ie rp ic k up. ii s p s  I co tnicg i-b i ni W e b o  tiject:siCa rrier P ic k i i  [I ~Noa potentia I I y 

includes having a carrier (who normally does not exit the postal vehicle used to make 
deliveries on a curbside route): (1) exit the vehicle, (2) walk a path to the door, (3) ring 
a doorbell or knock on the door, (4) wait for the mailer to answer the door, (5) wait for 
the mailer to retrieve the package (a Priority Mail flat-rate box. if the Postal Service's 
request is approved). and (6) walk back to the vehicle. If you do not confirm, please 
explain why not. 

RESPONSE: See the response to OCAiUSPS-T2-14 regal-ding the characterization of 

a normal or "regular delivery stop.'' If the notification involves a package that will not fit 

in the mailbox, then the carrier will exit the vehicle to retrieve the package. It is possible 

that the six steps outlined here could occur. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-16. . Please confirm that "a regular delivery stop" for a clusterbox 
delivery typically is made at a central delivery location and does not involve driving or 
walking to individual homes or businesses to effect delivery. If you do not confirm, 
please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: Not confirmed. Delivery of mail that requires a signature would be made 

at the door as stated in OCA/USPS-T2-14. Carriers inlay be required to go to 

residences or businesses to complete delivery. but this should not be considered 

"irregular". Clusterbox units do have parcel lockers for oversize pieces; however, this 

does not remove the responsibility of signatures being required for some items at the 

time of delivery. .. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAIUSPS-12-17. Please confirm that the  free Carrier Pickup service accessed at 
t i  t t p s :  I icn 11-i e trp ic k I I p .  ii sps . c~omjc~gi- 1) i niW 5 bO bjectsJ arr jer P ic k u p . wqa potentia I I y 
iricludes having a carrier (who normally makes a customer's mail delivery to a 
clusterbox): ( I )  drive a considerable distance from the clusterbox to the mailer's 
irositlence or business. (2) exit the vehicle. (3) walk a path to the door. (4) ring a 
doorbell or knock on the door, (5) wait for the mailer to answer the door, (6) wait for the 
mailer lo (retrieve the package (a Priority Mail flat-rate box. if the Postal Service's 
request is approved). (7) w4k back to the vehicle, and (8) resume driving the route. If 
you do not confirm, please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: 

It is Imssihle th3t the steps !isted here coiild occiir. See the response to OCAiUSPS 

T2-15 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-18. Please confirrn that the following would constitute the primary 
channels for entering single-piece Priority Mail flat-rate boxes into the mailstream: 
a. At a retail counter 
b. 
C. 
d. 
e. 

i. 

Al a self-set-vice retail center 
At an Autoriiated Package Center 
By ineatis of the $12.50 Scheduled Pickup service 
By means of the free Carrier Pickup service accessed at 
l ~ t l i ~ ~ s ~ ~ / ( ; ~ i ~ ~ i t ~ , ~  ~ ~ i c k t i i j . i i ~ j ~ s . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n / c ( ~ i - b / ~ ~ ! ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ @ l ~ j ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ C ~ i ~ ~ j ~ r P i ~ ~ k ~ i i p  !yo3 
By ineans of carrier pickups that do not involve deviations from the normal 
delivery route, such as leaving a Priority Mail flat-rate box in a business 
mailroom, or in (or next to) a curbside mailbox. 
Please list any other channels that are likely to be used. 
For eacli of R .  g .  above rank them by likely cost to the Postal Servire for each 
entry method. List the most costly method first, then in descending order to least 
costly. Please explain your reasoning for determining the relative cost positions. 
Include a discussion of the clerk or carrier activities associated for each method 

of cntrii 

g. 
!l 

RESPONSE: 

a,-g. 

I1 

introduced, so the requested ranking is not available. Beyond that, the Postal Service 

does not explicitly track the acceptance costs by shape for all of the individual channels 

listed. To the extent these costs are incurred, they show up in the volume variable 

costs through standard CRA methods. 

Most parcels would he entered through these channels. 

This cosl ii-iforrnatioi-i is not available for the flat-rate hox,  which has iiot yet been 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE BARRETT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-T2-19. In your response to Interrogatory DBPIUSPS-T2-12, you 
indicate that a communications plan is currently in the process of being 
developed. [a] Please provide a n y  draft co[Jies of the plan. [b] If draft copies 
are not yet available, please advise when they are expected and provide draft 
and final copies when they become available. 

RESPONSE: 

In accordance with POR MC2004-212, A draft copy Is attached. 
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DRAFT 
Proposed Priority Mail Flat-Rate Box 

Communications Plan 

Background 

011 June 3, 2004 the Postal Service filed at the Postal Rate Commission (PKC) a proposal for a 
hvo-yrar test of two new Prioriiy Mail Flat-Rate Box options. The filing specifically proposes a 
iiiailiiig rate of $7.70 for each optioi) and the choice of two different box stiapes-the dimensions of 
-wliicli are 14 x 12" x 3 5" and 11.25" x 8.75 x 6 ' .  

I f  recoiiitneiided by the PRC and approved by the Postal Service Board of Governors, the Flat-Rate 
Box b\,ill reinforce the Postal Service's commitnirnt to enhancing siniplicily and convenience when 
sciiii ing packdges. 

Much like the Priority Mail Flat-Rate Envelope ~ provided by  the Postal Service since 1991  the 
proposed Flat-Rate Box would afford customers a single, predetermined rate regardless of the 
actiial weight or destination zone of the parcel. 

Purpose 

This I ) I w  is ricsi(1iie~I ![I eiisiire consistmi messagiiici about the Flat-Rate Priority Mail Box to 
i:niployees giiiil i:iistomiiis. By iiecessity. the iil;iii is fluiti m id  responsive t i l  aiiy cliaiiycs that take 
(~Ia i ie  (luring the review Imcess 

Audiences 

111t1:~!1;11 

. i\l;iiiagi-isiPostriias1PrsI/Si~ipcrvisnri - Marketing Employees 
Retail Associates 
Delivery Employees 
All Postal Employees 
Ui i io i is i l i~ l~nayrmci i t  Associations 

~- External - 

Media (General and Industry) 
Mailing associations 
Coiisurners 

Small- and home-based business mailers 



48 

DRAFT Proposed Priority Mail Flat-Rate Box Communications Plan 

Messages 

I l i t !  Posti~il S,:i ~i( .c  is i l e l i ~ i i ~ i i ~  sliipkiiiig ~ ~ ~ i i w i i e i ~ e  io i  c~~ibiui i iers ~ II..O iii:v% IPiuri ty bLi1 
Flat Rate Box optlotis a l a  flat rale of $7.70 each. No weighing and no determinatioii of llie 
appropriate zone is reqiiired ~~ just the value of Flat-Rate Priority Mail Boxes it1 tivo convenient 
sizes at one consistent price. 

The Iwo Flat Rate Box options will be offered i i i  familiar sizes ~ a box suitable for shipping 
garments (14 inches x 12 inches x 3.5 inches) aiid a shoe-style tiox (11.25 inches x 8 75 inches x 
6 inches). The packaging will be produced by the Postal Service and provided free of charge at  
Post Offices arid via USPS.com, 

Flat-rate priciiiy simplifies transactions for household customers. and small- and lhome-based 
businesses that would be able to coniniiinicate exact shipping costs to customers it1 advance. 

The Priority Mail Flat-Rate Box, along with other convenient postal shipping services such as 
Click-N-Ship. makes shipping via the Postal Service as simple and easy as possible. 

Vehicles 

Internal ___ 

. Postal Bulletiii - . Departinent~sl,ecific interiial coiiiiiitinications 
* USPS liitraiiot 

Ctistonier coiitact persoiiiiel 

~~ Exteriial 

li i leriial print a i i t i  clcctruiiic i:oniti i i inic~iti i~tis vehicles 

USPS.corll 
Customer Publications 
Retail Lobby Conimunicalions 
Customer anti Mailing Industry events 
Geiieral Media 
Mailing Industry Media 
Small Business-focused Media 
Priority Mail Flat-Rate Box Packaging 

2 

http://USPS.com
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DRAFT Proposed Priority Mail Flat-Rate Box Communications Plan 

Init iatives and Timetable (timetable be determined as the proposal moves through the 
approval arid irnplementation process) 

I iiterna i Cot nniu nica tions 
Place articles with key message points in internal print and electrotiic 
communications vehicles 
Brief Unions and Management Associations on the Flat-Kate Box 
Prepare and publish field iiiformationiimpleinetntntioil kits it1 ltle Pustat Eiiltetiii 

External ~ ~ Communications ~ 

Place articles with key message points in customer-focused print and electronic 
communications vehicles 
Highlight availability of new boxes on USPS coni 
Update Priority Mail signage and messaging it1 postal lobbies 
Develop and distribute to general and subject-specific media press releases 
containing with key inessage points that annniince the availability of the Flat- 
Rate Boxes. 

SpzLiA ? l t j smnu  on Flat-Rate Bo_x PackayKlA 
The Flat-Rate Box packaging will include language advising customers that using the Flat Rate 
Box n i i iy  not tcsiilt in the lowest cost Pi~iority Mail option 

3 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B.  POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-21. 
copies of the envelopes would be filed shortly. Please advise when they would be filed. 

RESPONSE: Please see the attached. 

In your response to DBP/USPS-T2-1 l [c] ,  you indicated that a 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-22. Please refer to your response to DBPIUSPS-TI-I. The 
confusion that took place after June 30, 2002 as discussed in the first paragraph of your 
response is a separate condition which was ultimately resolved by allowing any of the 
similarly sized envelopes to be treated as a flat-rate envelope. The condition that I am 
interested in is the one that relates to the entire rate period ending in June 2002. Since you 
do not know how widespread any such potential confusion may have been, please redirect 
this lo the United States Postal Service for an institutional response from any qualified 
individual so long as they are aware of the condition [even if a "STUDY" has not been 
completed]. 

RESPONSE: I have sDoken with a number of individuals involved with the 

program during this time period, and one was aware of anecdotal reports of some 

confusion regarding the uses of the different Priority Mail envelopes available at that 

time. Although this person did not know how widespread any such confusion may have 

becri, on<: example of the coiifusion was uncovered. Specifically, a situation occurred 

in which a Priority Mail Flat-Rate envelope was deposited with postage reflecting not the 

flat rate ($3.95), but the one-pound rate ($3.50) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B.  POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-23. Please refer to your response to DBPIUSPS-TI-5 subparts b, c, 
and d. The response that I am looking for in subpart b is the sources that an 
unsophisticated mailer would obtain the flat-rate box from the USPS. The response desired 
was an answer such as. from a post office window clerk, from a display in the post office 
lobby, by calling an 800 number, by making a request on the USPS website, etc. Please 
respond to my request as made in both subparts b, c, and d. 

RESPONSE: "Unsophisticated" mailers, whoever they might be, will be afforded 

access to the Flat Rate Box items in the same manner as other mailers. As I have said 

in my direct testimony, at this time. the Postal Service plans to make the Flat-Rate Box 

packaging available via multiple channels including post offices and usps.com, 

Customers may also place orders via the supplies fulfillment center directly via phone, 

fax, or mail. This facility also fulfills orders placed via the Internet. 

http://usps.com
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-24. Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-T2-14. You 
indicate that label DDD2 is inaccurate to allow for carrier pickup and is in the process of 
revision. [a] Why isn't label DDDI similarly inaccurate? [b] When do you expect that either 
or both of these labels will be revised? 

RESPONSE: 

[a] 

16 ounces or over that bears stamps and all international and military APOlFPO mail 

weighing 16 ounces or over MUST be presented to a retail clerk at a post office." 

Pickup of domestic mail by the letter carrier at the home or place of business is 

acceptable. as established in the DMM Revision published in Postal Bdietiri 27930. 

DDDl  is not inconsistent with reqiiirements for mail entry, though it directs the mailer to 

use one specific means of entry for mail of this type, I am informed that DDDI is being 

reviewed at this time. as well 

DDD2 would appear to be inaccurate in suggesting "all Domestic Mail weighing 

[b] An internal discussion within the Postal Service is underway regarding the necessity 

for, arid nature of potential revisions. The timing of finalized language and production of 

new labels, if necessary, has not yet been determined. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-25. Your response to DBP/USPS-T2-17 related to confusion that 
may have existed on or around June 1, 2002. My interrogatory was for information that 
may have occurred at any time during the entire period that the rates that were in effect on 
June 1 ,  2002 existed. Please respond accordingly. 

RESPONSE: 

during the entire period the rate was in effect, not simply the period on or around June 

1 ,  2002. Therefore, I believe my original submission in response to DBP/USPS-T2-17 

would be responsive here 

My response was intended to describe conditions that existed 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-26. Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-T2-16. Please 
advise the general make-up of the readership of the Mailers Companion. 

RESPONSE: 

155.000 recipients, and is made up of business mailers and internal USPS personnel. 

for the inost part. It is estimated that approximately 60-65% of subscribers are business 

mailers, with the remainder being postal employees 

I am informed that the distribution list is includes approximately 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-27. Please refer to your response to OCA/USPS-T2-2 subparts d 
and e. You state that DMM EO10 requires the mailerto provide identification when mailing 
an article. [a] Which specific subsection in DMM EO10 contains this requirement? [b] 
Does this subsection apply to all classes of mail or is it limited to Overseas Military Mail 
only? [c] Please explain and provide a responsive answer to the original interrogatory. 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Section 1.6 "Restriction" outlines this possibility. Though the sender is not 

required to provide identification in all cases, he or she "may" be so required to do so 

[bj It is my understanding that this section applies to Priority Mail and single- 

piece rate Package Services. 

IC] My original response was my best effort lo answer the question posed by 

OCA. I do not believe my original answer was Linresponsive, nor have I been advised that 

OCA believes such. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAl SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-28 Please refer to your responses to OCA/USPS-T2-2 and 
DBP/USPS-T2-27. 
[a] Are there restrictions against mailers who are not "known" from entering mail 

WHICH IS 
within the United States? 

[b] 
[c] Must an individual who enters Priority Mail or single-piece rate Package Services 

DESTINED TO OTHER THAN AN OVERSEAS MILITARY ADDRESS at a retail 
counter within the United States show personal identification before the mailpiece 
will be accepted? 

[d] Please explain and provide the regulatory sources. 
[e] Does DMM Section E010.1.6 apply to the mailer of single-piece rate Priority Mail 

and single-piece rate Package Services mail which weighs under 16 ounces? 
[fl Does DMM Section E010.1.6 apply to the mailer of single-piece rate Priority Mail 

and single-piece rate Package Services mail which is mailed at a post office in the 
United States and destined to a domestic location within the United States? 

[g] If your response to either subpart e or f is affirmative. please explain and provide 
any regulatory source. 

[h] Please confirm. or explain if yoir are unable to do so, that the Summary for DMM 
Section E01 0 states, "E01 0 describes the standards and general restrictions for 
mailing military mail overseas." 

[i] What percentage of the total Priority Mail stream does Priority Mail sent to military 
addresses overseas represent? 

MILITARY MAIL SENT OVERSEAS at a postal retail counter 

If so. what are these restrictions and the regulatory source for them? 

Response: 

[a] Yes. I am infortned the Retail Associate would inquire of the sender 

whether the package contains liquid, fragile, perishable, or potentially hazardous 

materials. The Retail associate may refuse to accept any package deemed unsafe, 

regardless of whether the sender is "known". DMM DIOO describes the standards for 

depositing First-class Mail including Priority Mail. It also covers procedures to verify 

correct presort preparation, postage payment, and corrective action taken, if required. 

[b] The regulatory source referenced is DMM Issue 58 Updateti 8-5-04 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

[c] According to DMM D100.2.6, an individual who enters Priority Mail or 

single-piece rate Package Services "may (emphasis added) be required to provide 

identification before the mail is accepted by the USPS." 

[d] Per DMM 0100.2.6, the Postal Service has the option to ask for 

identification; though I am informed it is not standard practice at this time. The same 

language appears in DMM E010.1.6, which outlines the standards and general 

restrictions specifically for mailing military mail overseas. D700 describes standards 

regarding deposit, as well as service objectives for Package Services including single 

piece Package Services, though I found no specific mention of asking customers for 

identification. The regulatory source is DMM Issue 58 Updated 8-5-04. 

[e] DMM E010.1.6 applies to single-piece rate Priority Mail and single-piece 

rate Package Services weighing 16 ounces or more. 

[rl No. 

is1 NIA 

[h] Confirmed 

[i] I am unable to answer this question precisely, though it is my 

understanding that military mail sent overseas makes up a relatively small percentage 

of overall Priority Mail volume 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBP/USPS-T2-29 Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-T2-21. Please 
provide copies of both sides of both envelopes reduced in size to the extent necessary 
that the entire copy will be visible on the 8-112 by 1 I-inch filing. Please describe the 
colors that are utilized in all four copies. 

Response: Please see attached. The colors used are PMS 485 Red and PMS 294 

Blue 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID 6. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-T2-30 Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-T2-23. Your 
response did not provide the information requested in subparts c and d, namely, [a] 
Please provide your best estimate as to the percentage of the total that each of the 
sources will represent. [b] Please provide the information that the Postal Service will 
provide with each of these sources to allow the mailer to make an educated decision as 
to whether to choose a flat-rate box or a similar size non-flat-rate box. 

Response: 

[a] As noted in my response to DBPIUSPS-T1-5[c], I have no basis for 

estimating the percentage of total usage by "unsophisticated" customers attributable to 

each of these channels. 

[b] As noted in my response to DBP/USPS-T1-5[d], the Postal Service's plan 

for messaging to the public has not been finalized. A draft communications plan will be 

provided in response to another interrogatory though the level of detail sought here has 

not been established. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS BARRETT TO POPKIN INTERROGATORY 

D B PlUS PS-T2-31 
indicate that a mailer who brought a Priority Mail article, either a flat-rate box or a non-flat- 
rate box, that already had ftill postage affixed would still have a $0.00 PVI label applied when 
the article was presented at a retail service window. [a] Please confirin, or explain if you a1.e 
unable to do so, that one of the purposes of this $0.00 PVI label is to indicate the destination 
ZIP Code. [b] Please confirm, or explain if you are unable to do so. is that another purpose 
of this $0.00 PVI label is to indicate that the mail was presented over a retail service window 
and therefore will not be returned for security reasons if it is over 16 ounces in weight. [c] 
Please advise any other uses that are made of the information contained on this label. [d] 
Please advise whether a $0.00 PVI label will also be affixed when full postage has already 
been applied to the article when the article is entered into the system at other than at a retail 
service window. If necessary, respond appropriately for each of the other different methods 
of mailing. [e] Does the addition of the $0.00 PVI label with the destination ZIP Code add to 
the efficiency of the processing of the article and/or potentially shorten the delivery time? If 
not. please explain why it is added. If so, please provide the results of any studies that have 
been conducted. 

Please I-efer to your response to OCA/USPS-T2-25 in which you 

RESPONSE: 

[a] Confirmed. 

[b] 

[c] 

Confirmed that the presence of a PVI indicates entry via the retail counter 

The bar code printed on a PVI is designed to be used in mail processing. PVl's 

with $0.00 postage may also be used to indicate the actual niailing date when mail is 

presented at the retail window with postage affixed 

[dl No 

[e] Please see my response to part (c) above. The bar code is designed to 

enhance automation, though I am unaware of any specific studies conducted to assess the 

impact on efficiency or delivery time. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B.  POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-T2-33. Please refer to your response to OCA/USPS-T2-13. The red 
bullseye that appears six times on each box states in part that there is "No weight limit". 
Does the normal Priority Mail weight limit of 70 pounds apply to the flat-rate box? 

RESPONSE: 

The 70-pound maximum weight for Priority Mail packages, as specified in Domestic Mail 

Manual E120.1.2 "Weight", will apply to the Flat-Rate Box. However, based on the two 

flat-rate box sizes, it is exceptionally unlikely that contents would reach this threshold 

Also noteworthy is that the 70-pound weight limit is not communicated via printed 

language on any of the other corrugated containers provided for use with Priority Mail 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES REDIRECTED 

FROM WITNESS SCHERER 

DBPIUSPS-TI-1. In your response to Interrogatory DBP/USPS-T2-11 subpart 
h, you indicate that you were not aware of any customer confusion. Please 
redirect this subpart to the United States Postal Service for an institutional 
response from any qualified individual. 

RESPONSE: 

I am aware of some anecdotal reports of confusion relating to the two very 

similar Postal Service-provided 9.5" x 12.5" paperboard Priority Mail envelopes 

(one a flat-rate Priority Mail envelope, the other a weight-and-zone-rated Priority 

Mail envelope). The confusion related to the difference between the two, which, 

after June 30, 2002, bore the same rate at one pound or less. In some cases, 

when the weight exceeded one pound, the non-flat rate envelope could be 

charged more. Ultimately, the Postal Service decided to eliminate the weight- 

rated envelope, and stock only the flat-rate envelope. 

It is possible that there were misunderstandings regarding the uses of the two 

envelopes prior to June 30, 2002, when the two-pound rate applied to the flat- 

rate envelope, creating situations where the flat-rate envelope could have cost 

more than the weight-rated envelope for the same contents. I do not know how 

widespread any such potential confusion may have been, nor do I know of 

anyone who has studied such confusion. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 

FROM WITNESS SCHERER 
TO DAVID B POPKIN INTERROGATORIES REDIRECTED 

DBPIUSPS-TI-4. 

[a] Please advise the types of sophisticated mailers and the perceived 
conveniences you believe that they will have which will cause them to choose to 
utilize a flat-rate box when the postage for its use will be greater than the non- 
flat-rate postage. 

RESPONSE: 

[a] I have not studied or defined mailer sophistication. There are many 

possible sources of perceived convenience that might cause a mailer to choose 

the flat rate box when the postage for its use is greater than a weight-and-zone- 

rated alternative. Among them are rate certainty (especially useful to sellers of 

merchandise and their customers, who might value knowing shipping costs in 

advance), rate simplicity (no need for a scale), and the functional usefulness of 

the packaging 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES REDIRECTED 

FROM WITNESS SCHERER 

DBPIUSPS-TI -5. 

[b] Please advise the sources that an unsophisticated mailer will have to obtain a 
USPS box of the flat-rate box size for use in shipping an article by Priority Mail. 

[c] Please provide your best estimate as to the percentage of the total that each 
of the sources will represent. 

[d] Please provide the information the Postal Service will provide with each of 
these sources to allow the mailer to make an educated decision as to whether to 
choose a flat-rate box or a similar sized non-flat-rate box. 

RESPONSE: 

[b] 

afforded access to the flat-rate boxes as described in my testimony 

[c] 

"unsophisticated" customers attributable to each of these channels 

I have not studied or defined mailer sophistication. All mailers will be 

I have no basis for estimating the percentage of total usage by 

[d] At this time, the Postal Service's plan for messaging to the public has not 

been finalized. A communications plan will be developed based, in part, on the 

outcome of this proceeding, when all details of the offering itself are known and 

final. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-1. You indicate on page 7 of your testimony that the Flat-Rate Priority 
Mail packages may be picked up by a Postal Service letter carrier from the home or 
place of business if the customer is a "known mailer." Please define a "known mailer" 
and indicate whether it applies to a person visiting the address. 

Response: 

I arn informed that "known mailer' is not a term customarily used by the Postal Service 

in the context of domestic mailings. I was simply using the term in a general context to 

describe restrictions on mail entry that apply to packages weighing 16 ounces or more 

and bearing postage in the form of stamps. Stamped mail may be picked up from the 

home or place of business if the return address on the piece matches the location of 

pickup. A person visiting the address would be outside the normal routine, and would 

likely not be permitted to leave a package weighing 16 ounces or more and bearing 

statnps as postage for pickup by a letter carrier. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T%-2 At pages 7-8 of your testimony you state. 

a. 

b. 

C.  

d. 

e 

These items must be entered at the post office, or may be picked up by a 
Postal Service letter carrier from the home or place of business if the 
customer is a 'known mailer' and the return address on the package 
matches the location of pick-up. 

Has the Postal Service published any official rules or regulations (e.g., in the 
Federal Register) defining which individuals are "known mailers'' and which are 
not? If so, please provide the date and location of publication. 
Has the Postal Service published any guidelines in the Postal Operations Manual 
on how to determine whether an individual is a "known mailer"? If so, please 
provide a publication date and cite for this information. Also, provide a copy of 
the new material. 
Has the Postal Service circulated any internal memoranda to retail offices and 
carrier offices defining or describing who is a "known mailer?" If so, please 
provide a copy of such memoranda, the author's name and position, the date the 
memoranda were circulated, and the locations where the memoranda were 
circulated 
Are there restrictions against tnailers who are not "known" from entering niail at a 
postal retail counter? If so, what are these restrictions. 
Must an individual who enters Priority Mail at a retail counter show personal 
identification before the mailpiece will be accepted? Please explain. 

Response: 

[a] 

instead having application to International mail. In an effort to avoid confusion, the 

language "sender known to the postal carrier' is used to refer to domestic mail. I am 

told a definition of this term has not been published. 

[b] 

discussion with security officials of the Postal Service, I am informed that no such 

guidelines have been published in the POM. 

I am informed that the term "known mailer" does not apply to aviation security, 

Please see my response to [a] concerning use of the term "known mailer." After 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T2-2, response (Continued): 

[c] 

discussion with security officials of the Postal Service, I arn informed that no such 

internal memoranda were disseminated. 

[d] 

required to provide identification before the mail is accepted by the USPS. Further, the 

Retail associate would inquire of the sender whether the package contains liquid, 

fragile, perishable, or potentially hazardous materials. The Retail associate may refuse 

Please see my response to [a] concerning use of the term "known mailer." After 

I am informed that, per DMM E010. the sender, "known" or otherwise, may be 

to accept any package the customer cannot deem safe. If the package is hazardous, it 

would be refused regardless of whether or not the sender is known. 

[e] 

the option to ask for identification, though it is not standard practice at this time. 

Please see my response to [d] above. I am informed that the Postal Service has 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T2-3. Please confirm that the Postal Service has launched a program to 
inst:ill .;elf.i;;itn:ice package mailing centers at inany postal retail facilities. 
a. 
b. 

c. 

d. 

What is the name of this program and what is the name for such centers? 
Will it be possible for mailers who are not "known" to postal employees to mail 
Priority Mail packages at such centers? 
Will it be necessary for mailers at the self-service centers to show personal 
identification? 
Please relate how extensive the placement of these self-service package centers 
will be, e.g., will every retail facility have one? If not, what percentage of postal 
facilities are planned to have such self-service centers? 

Response: Confirmed 

[a] Automated Postal Center (APC) 

[b] 

required by credit card, and the sender is photographed during the transaction. 

[c] 

[d] 

planned roll-out of over 2500 units for placement within its highest traffic locations. This 

is approximately 706 of all Post Offices 

Any tnailer using an APC will need to provide identifying information. Payment IS 

See my response to [b] 

Not every retail facility will have an APC. The Postal Service currently has a 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T?-4. At page 8 of your testimotiy you state that: 

While the Flat-Rate Box offers convenience as described in my testimony, 
it will be subject to the same security guidelines that apply to the mailing of 
other Priority Mail packages. 

Please describe in detail the security giiidelines that apply to the mailing of other Priority 
Mail packages. Also explain how these guidelines will be applied to the mailing of 
Priority Mail Flat-Rate packages. 

Response: 

I am informed that the guidelines in place were contained in the attached revision to the 

Domestic Mail Manual. published in Postal Bulletin 21930 on 10-10-96. The Flat Rate 

Box will be subject to the same guidelines, applied in the same fashion as with other 

Priority Mail packages 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T2-5 At page 7 of your testiniony you state that Priority Mail Flat-Rate 
packages "niay ti!: I,icked i i / i  by a Postal Sei-vice 1etti.r- carrier froin tlie home o i  [)lace of 
business." Please state whether the following pickup methods will be available for 
Priority Mail Flat-Rate packages: 
a. 

b. 
C. 

d.  

e .  

f .  

9.  

Free Carrier Pickup for "Requests . . . received by 2 : O O  AM CST." See 
h~ps://ca_rrie!:pic~k~~us~s.com/cqi-bj~~W-ebO~bj~_c!s/CarrierPickup.woa and 
h_ttp://www.irsr)s.coni/ijickupi 
Pickup on Demand. See ~ ~ : / / p i c k u p . t i s l x c o m i p i c k u p /  
Are there any other pickup options besides those listed parts a. and b. of this 
interrogatory? 
I.  

II. 

Please confirm that the Postal Service charges $12.50 for Pickup on Demand 
(cited in part b. of this interrogatory), but that no charge is imposed for Carrier 
Pickup (cited in part a. of this interrogatory). If you do not confirm, explain why 
not. 
With respect to roneipound-rated Priority Mail, what types of postage checks do 
carriers make under the free Carrier Pickup service? 
With respect to roneipound-rated Priority Mail, what types of postage checks do 
cariiers make undet~ tlie Pickup on Demand service? 
Describe generally where and how postage checks are made fot- zoneipound- 
rated Priority Mail that is picked up by a carrier. In this description. state the role 
(if any) of postal clerks. 

If so. please explain what the other pickup options are. 
Is there a name for this option? If so, please state the name. 

Response: 

[a] This internet-based notification service will be available to Priority Mail Flat Rate 

Box users on the same basis as all other Priority Mail users. There currently are some 

locations which lack the capability to implement this notification service. 

[b] Yes, in some locations. 

[c] Yes. 

[I] 

[ii] 

[d] Confirmed 

Pickup during the normal carrier delivery route without prior notification. 

I am unaware of any special name other than that used in [i]. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T2-5, response (Continued): 

[e]-[q It is my understanding that carriers are expected to verify that postage has been 

applied. but are not expected to verify that the correct amount has been applied. 

[g] 

verification. Postal clerks do not have a specific role, unless directed to do so by 

supervisors. 

I t  is my understanding that supervisors are responsible for ensuring postage 



80 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCA/USPS-T2-6. Please confii-m that free Carrier Pickup; requested online at 
i ; !!JJY~/K I I I ( i  [i<~!agu!s I I >; ;o inicq I hi n!V!c; t) 0 1) i ccbr C A i-r i e;&> i c k u 13 .woa, was la uti ch ed o 17 

Sunday, February 1.  2004, in selected locations. 
-If you cannot confirm, please state any additional facts that would make the 
statement correct. 
Also, please provide a copy of the Postal Service's public and internal 
announcements of the new pickup service. 
Please state whether the free Carrier Pickup service cited above is available in 
all ZIP codes across the nation. If not, which ZIP codes cannot use this service? 
If some ZIP codes are excluded from participation. what are the criteria for 
inclusioniexclusion? 
Please confirrn that the Carrier Pickup service cited above was not available at 
the time that Docket No. R2001-I was filed by the Postal Service with the Postal 
Rate Commission. I f  you cannot confirm, please explain why not. 
Please confirm that the Postal Service indicated nowhere in its filings in Docket 
No R2001-1 that the Carrier Pickup service cited above would be available at a 
future date. If you do not confirm, provide cites to the Postal Service's Docket 
No. R2001-1 filing that refer to the new Carrier Pickup service. 
Please confirm that, in its Docket No. R2001-1 filing, the Postal Service did not 
exlplicitly account for the differences in cost that might arise from the Carrier 
Pickup service cited above. If you do not confirm, provide cites to all documents 
filed by the Postal Set-vice in Docket No. R2001-1 that explicitly account for the 
Cai~rier Pickup service costs. 
Prior to implementation of the free Carrier Pickup service cited above, what 
methods of entry into the postal system for Priority Mail packages, by means of 
postal carriers, were available to mailers? If free Carrier Pickup is not available 
in all ZIP codes, then are the methods noted in the preceding sentence those 
that are (and will be) available during the period of the Flat-Rate Box experiment 
for ZIP codes not participating in free Carrier Pickup? Please explain. 

Response: 

Not quite. Postal Service carriers have collected mail along their routes for as long as 

there have been carriers. However, the "Carrier Pickup" service at issue in your 

question is a web interface that enables mailers to alert their carrier of an anticipated 

collection via the internet This internet-based notification service was first tested In 

November of 2003. 

[a] See above. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCAIUSPS-T2-6. response (Continued): 

[b] Objection filed. 

[c] 

ZIP Codes. 

"Carrier Pickup" (with internet-based notification) is not currently available in all 

[d] 

infrastructure to imulement internet-based notification at this time. 

It is my understanding that not all post offices have the technological 

[e] 

notification tool was not available at the time that Docket No. R2001-1 was filed by the 

Postal Service with the Postal Rate Commission. 

[fl Objection filed. 

[g] Objection filed. 

[h] 

Carrier pickup has always been available at the time of delivery. The online 

See my I-esponse to Interrogatory OCA/USPS-T2-5[c], above. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORIES 

OCAiUSPS-T2-7. Please describe i i i  detail how the Postal Service will inform mailers 
of the inost advaiitagcous rate available to then? for Pi-iority F.lail boxes. Specifically, 
how will the Postal Service publicize [hat zoneipound-rated Priority Mail is cheaper for 
all 1- and 2-pound packages. and that it is cheaper for lower zones in the 3 - 7 pound 
tiers? 

Response: 

Please see my response to DBP/USPS-T2-18[a] 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-8. OCA received informal advice from the Postal Service recently that 
free Carrier Pickup service is defined in the DMM. Please provide a citation to any 
provisions of the DMM that indicate when and how free Carrier Pickup can be obtained. 

Response: 

To the best of my knowledge, all pickup services are discussed in DMM section DO10 



RFSPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-9. OCA received inforinal advice from the Postal Service recently that 
free Carrier Pickup service is defined in the POM. 
a. 

h. 

Please provide a citation to any provisions of the POM that indicate when and 
how free Carrier Pickup can be obtained. 
Also, please furnish as a library reference the most recent edition of POM issue 
8. (At tittp:ilwww.usps.com/cpimlftpi~ubs/pub223/c26mar~.htmI edition 7/02 is 
listed as the most recent version.) 
Is POM issue A, edition 7/02, the inost recent version? If not, what is the most 
recent version? 

C.  

Response: 

[a] After searching the POM. with particular focus on Section 3,”Collection Service - 

National Service Standards” I am unable to identify any specific reference to the online 

notification service for carrier pickup. If your question refers to other conditions under 

which carriers may pick up. for no charge, I am unaware of any pertinent POM sections. 

[b] A library reference will be filed 

[c] No. I t  is my understanding that PObl issue 8, edition 7/02 is not the most recent 

version. POM Issue 9. July 2002 Updated With Postal Bulletin Revisions Through 

March 18, 2004 has been released and appears to be more recent. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-10. Please confirm that DMM §DO10 "describes what mail classes are 
available for pickup and situations when pickup service is not available. It also covers 
additional standards for on-call and scheduled services." If you do not confirm, please 
explain why not. 

Response: 

Confirmed 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-11. DMM § D O l O . l . 5  refers to a fee for pickup service and a 
requirement that a customer sign Form 5541. Please furnish a copy of Form 5541 as a 
library reference. 

Response: 

See the attached form 
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Instructions - 

Coriipleted by Postal Employee 

1 Customer Information: t i l l e r  ciistoiner name ( i f  apy>lirable). address. suite number, city. state. ami ZIP + 4 
where (pickup 1s rcqiiested If the ZIP + 4 is not kniiwn. enter the ZIP Code. 

Product  Information: Entci t i le  c i u m t i t y  o f  each Iirnrliirt to be [iicked up and enter the cstirl?ati:d wr:i(itil i i i  2 
j 'Ol . l l tJ21 fot :ill pl~"lLl1.15 

3 Payment Method: ltidicate method of payment for pickup service Be sure to include account number where 
applicable. 

Completed by the Custoiner 

4 

5 Customer  signature^ 

Completed by Postal Employee: 

Aff ix Stamps or  Meter Strip Here: If applicable 

6 
7 

Tliis space is for the signatiire of the postal employee who [licks up the mailpiece(s1 

T h o  postal employee eiiters ti le date aiid time ani1 placc of the pickup. 

NOTE TO POSTAL EMPLOYEE. Provide customer part 2. Customer copy; and return pari 1, Finance copy to office 
for processing. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-12. Please confirm that DMM §DO1 0.2.2 states.that: 

"Pickup fees are listed in R100, R500, and R700. The customer is 
charged the required fee: 

a. Every time pickup service is provided, regardless of the number 
of pieces or combination of classes of mail." 

I f  you do not confirm, please explain why not. 

Response: 

Nol coi>iirimed. DMM Issue 58 Updated 7-8-04 states the following in D010.2.2: 

Pickup fees are listed in K100, R500, and R700. The customer is charged the 
required fee: 
a Evei~y lime pickup service is provided. regardless of the nuinher of pieces or 
coinbination of classes of niail. 
b. For additional trips to pick up exceptional volume of which the serving post 
office was not notified. 

Therefore. there are also instances in which a fee is not "required." Section 2.3 

discusses these instances 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-13. Please confirm that DMM sD010.2.3 states that: 

"The customer is not charged the applicable fee for: 

* * /  

b. Express Mail, Priority Mail, or Parcel Post that is collected during a 
regular delivery stop or a scheduled stop to collect mail not subject to a 
pickup fee." 

If you do not confirm, please explain why not 

Response: 

Not confirmed. DMM Issue 58 Updated 7-8-04 states the following in D010.2.3: 

The customer is not charged the applicable fee for: 
a. A scheduled pickup that is canceled as required. 
b. An on-call pickup that is canceled before the USPS employee is dispatched 
for the pickup. 
c .  Express Mail. Priority Mail, or Parcel Post ltiat is collected during a regtilar 
delivery stop or a scheduled stq, to collect mail not subject to a IJickup fee. 
d. Priority Mail or Parcel Post using a merchandise return service label that 
indicates that the permit holder will pay for pickup service. 
e. Priority Mail reshipment service (E120). 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAIUSPS-T2-14. Please confirm that "a regular delivery slop" for a curbside delivery 
made from a postal vehicle typically is effected by placing mail into the curbside box 
and does not involve exiting the vehicle. If you do not confirm; please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: Not confirmed. A "regular delivery stop" is for all types of mail, including 

tnail that is larger than the mail receptacle or mail that requires a customer signature 

Delivery of this mail should not be viewed as "irregular" since it is a normal activity, 

although it does require exiting the vehicle 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAIUSPS-T2-I 5. Please confirm that the free Carrier Pickup service accessed at 
https: i /carr ierpick~ir).usps.co.m/c~i- l~ir i /WebO~~jects~.C.a~erPicku~.w-~a potentially 
includes having a carrier (who normally does not exit the postal vehicle used to make 
deliveries on a curbside route): (1) exit the vehicle, (2) walk a path to the door, (3) ring 
a doorbell or knock on the door, (4) wait for the mailer to answer the door, (5) wait for 
the mailer to retrieve the package (a Priority Mail flat-rate box, if the Postal Service's 
request is approved). and (6) walk hack to the vehicle. If you do not confirm, please 
explain why not. 

RESPONSE: See the response to OCA/USPS-T2-14 regarding the characterization of 

a normal or "regular delivery stop." If the notification involves a package that will not fit 

in the mailbox, then the carrier will exit the vehicle to retrieve the package. It is possible 

that the six steps outlined here could occur. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
-ro OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-16. . Please confirm that "a regular delivery stop" for a clusterbox 
delivery typically is made at a central delivery location and does not involve driving or 
walking to individual homes or businesses to effect delivery. If you do not confirm, 
please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: Not confirmed. Delivery of mail that requires a signature would be made 

at the door as stated in OCAIUSPS-T2-14. Carriers may be required to go to 

residences or businesses to complete delivery, but this should not be considered 

"irregular". Clusterbox units do have parcel lockers for oversize pieces; however, this 

does not remove the responsibility of signatures being required for some items at the 

time of delivery 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-17. Please confirm that the free Carrier Pickup service accessed at 
h t tps :!/sa rrjerpic k 11 p . usp~c~m'cg  i- bi n/Wel,O bjects/Carjer P t ckup:wQa potentia I I y 
includes having a carrier (who normally makes a customer's mail delivery to a 
clusterbox): (1 j drive a considerable distance from the clusterbox to the mailer's 
I-esidence or business, (2) exit the vehicle, (3) walk a path to the door, (4) ring a 
doorbell or knock on the door, (5) wait for the mailer to answer the door, (6) wait for the 
mailer to retrieve the package (a Priority Mail flat-rate box, if the Postal Service's 
request is approved), (7) walk back to the vehicle. and (8) resume driving the route. If 
you do not confirm, please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: 

It is possible that tne steps listed here could occur. See the response to OCAiUSPS 

T2-15 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETl 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAiUSPS-T2-18. Please confirm that the following would constitute the primary 
channels for entering single-piece Priority Mail flat-rate boxes into the mailstreatn: 
a. At a retail counter 
h. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

f. 

At a self-service retail center 
At an Automated Package Center 
By means of the $12.50 Scheduled Pickup service 
By means of the free Carrier Pickup service accessed at 
l i t t ~ s : i i c a r r i e r p i c k t i i , . u s p s . c o m / c y i - b i ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ! s i C a r r i e ~ P ~ k i ~ p . ~ ~ o a  
By means of carrier pickups that do not involve deviations from the normal 
delivery route, such as leaving a Priority Mail flat-rate box in a business 
mailroom, or in (or next to) a curbside mailbox. 
Please list any other channels that are likely to be used. 
For each of a. - g. above, rank thern by likely cost to the Postal Setwice for each 
entry method. List the most costly method first, then in descending order to least 
costly. Please explain your reasoning for determining the relative cost positions. 
Include a discussion of the clerk or carrier activities associated for each method 

of entry. 

g. 
11. 

RESPONSE: 

a.-y.  

h. 

introduced, so the requested ranking is not available. Beyond that, the Postal Service 

does not explicitly track the acceptance costs by shape for all of the individual channels 

listed. To the extent these costs are incurred. they show up in the volume variable 

costs through standard CRA methods 

Most parcels would be entered through these channels. 

This cost information is not availahle for the flat-rate box. which has not yet been 
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OCAIUSPST2-21. Is it possible for clusterbox recipients to leave Priority Mail 
packages in a locked area of a clusterbox for carrier pickup? If so, please explain how 
this arrangement works. If not. please explain why not. 

Response: It is my understanding that customers are able to access the locked area of 

a clusterbox only in receiving a package, and not to leave a package for pickup. The 

letter carrier leaves the customer a key in the customer's mail box to access a parcel 

locker containing the parcel. (If no locker is available, a delivery notice may be left in 

the customer's mail receptacle). However, for security purposes, this key cannot be 

removed from the lock after the customer opens the locker to retrieve the package. The 

customer therefore generally has no means of access to the parcel locker to leave 

packages for pickup. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BARRETT 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCA/USPS-T2-22. Will it be possible for mailers to leave Priority Mail flat-rate boxes in 
a locked area of all clusterboxes for carrier pickup? If not, please explain. 

Response: 

No. Please see my response to OCA/USPS-T2-21 
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OCA/USPS-T2-23. Will hiyli-volume tnailers oi Priority Mail be permitted to use flat-rate 
boxes? If so, please explain how the Postal Service will accommodate high-volume 
mailer requirements. If not. why not? If not, how will the Postal Service prevent high- 
volume use of the flat-rate option? 

Response: 

The Postal Service currently plans to afford mailers of all types access to the Flat Rate 

Box options on equal terms via multiple channels. No distinction among mailers based 

on volume currently is planned in the fulfillment process 
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OCAiUSPS-T2-25. Please describe, step-by-step (action-by-action), how a retail clerk 
accepts a poundizone-rate Priority Mail package at the window. Please compare this 
(step-by-step. action-by-action) to your expectation of how a Priority Mail flat-rate box 
will be accepted. 

Response: I am informed that the standard procedure for accepting a weightizone- 

rated package begins with placing the article on the scale that is built into the 

workspace and obtaining the destination ZIP Code of the piece. From this point, the 

procedut-e may differ slightly based on the information technology configuration in 

place. In Point of Service (POS) units, which handle the vast majority of retail 

transactions. the retail associate would next select Priority Mail ft-om a mail class 

selection screen on the monitor. The destination ZIP Code (coupled with the origination 

ZIP Code in place as a system default) enables the system to automatically compute 

the zone of the mail piece. The zone.. combined with the weight obtained via the scale. 

allows a base rate calculation for the mail class selected. A special services screen is 

then prompted, which enables the optional addition of features such as Delivery 

Confirmation, Signature Confirmation, or Insurance to the transaction. The total 

postage is then computed automatically for the retail associate and a mailing summary 

screen follows. The customer tenders payment and the retail associate prints and 

affixes a Postage Validation Imprinter (PVI) label in the amount of the postage. The 

package is then positioned for later dispatch to a processing facility. If the package 

already contains postage, the process would differ in that a $0.00 PVI label would be 

applied. If the package contains only partial postage, the PVI label would make up the 
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differetic,.e in the postage applied and the total amount necessary. 

I am informed that the Priority Mail Flat Rate Box would follow this same 

procedure, except the mail class selection would be "Priority Mail Flat Rate Box" rather 

than "Priority Mail." Although the rate would be predetermined, the weight and ZIP 

Code would still be collected as part of the transaction. The weight would be 

automatically measured simply by virtue of the piece being placed in the convenient 

working space. and the ZIP Code is entered in order to generate the destination 

barcode for the PVI label. 
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OCAIUSPS-T-26. Please describe how and where postage on a poundizone-rate 
Priority Mail package is verified following pickup by a carrier. 

Response: I am informed that, during the route. the carrier is required to verify that 

postage has been applied to the piece; however, he is not required to verify the 

amount of postage. Supervisors are responsible for ensuring that mail is routinely 

sampled to assure that correct postage has been paid. Revenue assurance is the 

responsibility of all postal employees, and postage may therefore be validated at any 

point in the process from acceptance to delivery, though no formal or automated 

procedure exists to verify every piece. 
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OCAIUSPS-T-27. Please confirm that verification of postage for a Priority Mail flat rate 
box would be less time-consuming than verification of a poundizone-rate Priority Mail 
package since the flat-rate box would not have to be weighed and the  zone would not 
have to be determined. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

Response: Unable to confirm. It is possible that Priority Mail Flat-Rate Boxes will be 

more easily identified as reqtiiring a specific amount of postage, and therefore may be 

more readily identifiable as bearing incorrect postage, without weighing and zoning. In 

such cases, a time savings in verification may exist for Flat-Rate Boxes. However, 

when postage IS applied at the window, the verification process will be the same for 

weight/zone rated and Flat-Rate Boxes. Moreover, it should be borne in mind that, per 

iny response to OCAIUSPS-T-26. a formal process to verify the postage on every 

package does not exist 
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OCA/USPS-T2-28. Please confirm that acceptance of a Priority Mail flat-rate box at a 
retail window is likely to be less costly than the acceptance of a zoneipound-rate Priority 
Mail package since: 
a. the pound-rate box must be weighed, but the flat-rate box would not be weighed. If 
you do not confirm, please explain. 
b. the zone-rate box must be checked for the origin and destination ZlP.code 
information so that the zone can be determined, but such information is not noted 
for the flat-rate box. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

Response: 

[a] 

relarive cost of the acceptance process since the piece will routinely be placed on the 

scale on the countertop, the most convenient workspace available. 

[b] 

the mail piece being entered at that location. The destination ZIP Code is entered for 

all packages since the PVI is to include a destination barcode 

Not confirmed. Weighing the piece, in and of itself, is not likely to affect the 

Not confirmed. The origin ZIP Code is in place, as a system defaull, b y  virtue of 
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OCAiUSPST2-29. Please confirm that the entry into the mailstream of a Priority Mail 
flat-rate box via carrier pickup is likely to be less costly than the entry of a zoneipound 
rate Priority Mail package via carrier pickup since: 
a. the pound-rate box must be weighed after it has entered the postal mailstream to 
verify that the postage applied is correct, but the flat-rate box would not be 
weighed. If you do not confirm. please explain. 
b.  the zone-rate box must be checked to assure it has origin and destination ZIP 
code information so that the zone can be determined and the postage amount 
vi?rified, but the flat-rate box would not need to be checked for such information. 
If you do not confirm, please explain. 

Response: 

[a ]  

into the mailstream. See the response to OCA/USPS-T2-26 

[ti] 

cot-rect. See the resuonse to OCA/USPS-T2-26 

Not confirmed. Not every pound-rate box "must be weighed" after it is entered 

Not confirmed. Not every zone-trated box "must be checked" to see if the zone is 
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INTERROGATORY OF DAVID POPKIN 

DBPIUSPST3-1. 
volume for Phoenix AZ 

Please tefer lo Page 2 of USPS-LR-2iMC2004-2 and advise the proper 

RESPONSE: 

On page 2 of USPS-LR-2, ODlS destinating Priority Mail volume for Phoenix should be 

14,851,957, not 14,851 1.957, as originally presented in the table. An appropriate erratum 

will be filed 
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DBP/USPS-T3-2. [a] Please refer to Pages 1 and 2 of USPS-LR-2iMC2004-2, please 
provide specific details on how the sample sites were chosen. [b] Please confirm, or explain 
if yoti are not able to confirm, that there are no locations in the continental United States 
[lowet 48 states] that ore witliiii tile 8 i h  Zonc for the Kansas City and Wichita sites. [c] Do 
yoir believe that this had an effect on your study? Please provide your reasons for this belief 

RESPONSE: 

[a] As stated in USPS-LR-2. page 1, the sample sites were randomly selected with 

probability proportional to total ODlS destinating Priority Mail volume for FY 2002. The 

ten sample sites selected were chosen by first sorting the 470 sites by ODlS 

destinating Priority Mail volume in descending order. Then the cumulative proportion 

of destinating Priority Mail volume for each site was calculated using the formula: 

The Excel RAND() function was then used to produce 10 random numbers. A site was 

chosen for sampling i f  the random number chosen was less than the site's cumulative 

percent but greater than the cumulative percent of the previous site. 

[b] Confirmed. 

[c] The fact that "no locations in the continental United States are within the 8"' Zone for 

the Kansas City and Wichita sites" does not have an effect on the study. The study 

was intended to provide national estimates of size distributions and density for Priority 

Mail parcels. The sampling procedure employed was designed to give all destinating 

Priority Mail parcels an equal probability of selection 
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DBP/USPS-T3-3. Since you only utilized 5,368 sample pieces, please describe in detail the 
sampling procedure that you utilized at each of the sites. 

RESPONSE: 

The attached document is the detailed sampling instructions given to data collection 

teams for this study. This document describes in detail the issues to be discussed at each 

site with operations personnel to determine the location of sampling and to identify the 

universe from which to sample. The document also describes the sampling procedures to be 

employed and the suggested skip rates. 

Each team was staffed with at least one individual experienced in sampling 

techniques. This individual was charged with the responsibility of working with the Postal 

Service representative at each site to understand the flows of all Priority Mail parcels through 

the facility and to design a site-specific sampling procedure that was both consistent with the 

study design and could be conducted safely with minimal interference with Priority Mail 

onerations. 

In most cases Priority Mail arriving at the facility was brought into a staging area 

before the mail was dispatched to either the SPBS or manual operations. Sampling was 

conducted at or near the staging area when it could be conducted safely and when 

destinating parcels for the sample site could be identified. Sampling was conducted as 

described in the instructions. In these cases we requested that platform personnel be 

informed of the study and all Priority Mail to be worked in the facility be brought to the staging 

area so that the appropriate skip rates could be applied and selected containers sampled 

When space, safety or operational considerations precluded sampling mail prior to 

sortation operations, or when the mail destinating at the sample site could not be separately 
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identified from other mail processed at the facility, sampling was conducted as mail was 

dispatched fi oin the sortation operations 
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ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE TO DBP/USPS-T3-3 

2 
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ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE TO DBP/USPS-T3-3 
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ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE TO DBP/USPS-T3-3 

I cn:itli: i n  i i icl ics; f o r  p:~t-ccIs. Icngth i s  the loiigcst d i i n c n s i n i i :  n o t  ~-ccoi-dcd l'w 
1 l ; i l h  

J 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LOETSCHER TO 
INTERROGATORY OF DAVID POPKIN 

DBPIUSPST3-4. You indicated that you recorded the dimensions of the sample piece by 
recording either the length. width, and height OR the length and girth. Please indicate how 
you were allle to deteriuinc: the voliime of a sample pat-cel if you only knew the length and 
gitrth 

RESPONSE: 

Girth was recorded for only those parcels without readily defined width, length and height 

(e.g., tube-shaped parcels, soft (un-boxed) packages with items such as clothing). In the 

sample. girth was recorded for only 222 parcels (4.1 percent). For these parcels we 

assumed that girth dimensions were square for purposes of calculating cubic volume (i.e, a 

parcel with a girth of 20 was assumed to have a length and width of 5). The assumption that 

the girth dimension was circular was also considered. The circular assumption yields a 

maximum volume for a given girth. Since the circular assumption tends to over-estimate the 

cubic volume for a given girth i t  was decided to use the assumption of square girth 
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DBP/USPS-T3-5. In your testitnony, you provide six Tables. [a] Table 1 is designated 
Zones 1-3. Does this also include local mail? [b] If not, where was local mail tabulated? [c] 
There are a total of 2100 cells in all six tables. This provides an average of only 2.56 parcels 
per cell. While I realize that all icells ;xe rioi equally populaled, plcase provitic coii ics of tl)e 
six Tables showing the number of samples in each of the 2100 cells. 

RESPONSE: 

[a-b] Sampling of Priority Mail parcels was conducted at the  mail processing facility or 

PMPC that generally performs incoming secondary operations on Priority Mail parcels. 

To the extent that local Priority Mail passes through these operations it would be 

included in the study as Zone 1-3 mail. As acknowledged on page 1 of USPS-LR-2, 

sampling in this manner possibly excludes parcels that originate and destinate in the 

same five-digit area. It is my understanding based on information from postal officials 

that this volume is negligible 

[c] See attached tables 
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Sample observations Zones 5 
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Table 5 
Sample observations Zone 7 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LOETSCHER TO 
INTERROGATORY OF DAVID POPKIN 

DBPIUSPS-T3-6. 
between 0.1 and 0.2 cubic feet. This would provide a density of over 345 pounds per cubic 
foot. Did your study contain records which indicate parcels which did not likely exist such as 
this e~;iiiil,Ici? I f  so, Ijlease explkiir w h y  tliese recoi~ds WOIE nol tcniov(mJ. I i  no[, please 
 ex^ I ai fi . 

In the six taMes, you show 70-pound parcels that have a volume of 

RESPONSE: 

111 the study, the Iiigbest density parcel obsei-ved had a density of 173 pounds per cubic foot. 

The positive values for the proportion of 70 pound parcels between 0.1 and 0.2 are generated 

by using the regression resirlts lo derive the underlying distributions. Only two out of 10,000 

70 pound pieces are estimated to be between 0.1 and 0.2 cubic feet. Had we observed 

parcels with a density of 345 pounds per cubic foot it is unlikely that we would have removed 

these fr-om the sample since many common substances have a density that exceeds 345 

pounds per cubic foot such as brass (534 pounds per cubic foot), iron (478 pounds per cubic 

foot) and carbon steel (488 pounds pet cubic foot) (Source: 

,~~~~~~~~i~~el~~~~?.eln &!I~t~~&Ldg~si  t, es  of yarI~&s ~.iliateiia Is. h t m I) 
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OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-T3-7. Please refer to your response to DBPIUSPS-TI-6. Your 
response indicated the range for which a 95% confidence level would refer to 
My interrogatory requested the level of confidence that the given sample size 
would provide. Please respond. 

RESPONSE: 

The study was intended to provide size characteristics of Priority Mail pieces by 

pound increment. As discussed in my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-3, prior to the 

study no data existed that would enable us to determine the sample size needed 

to produce estimates with a desired precision level. Using the data collected in 

the study, the number of observations needed to obtain a desired precision level 

can be calculated using the mean and variances calculated from the sample data 

for approximations of the poptilation means. The table below provides the 

calculated number of observations needed to produce estimates of the  tnean 

cubic volume (in cubic feet) for each pound increment at 4 precision levels with a 

probability of 95 percent.’ For example there is a 95 percent probability that a 

sample of 883 Priority Mail pieces in the one-pound increment will produce an 

estimate of the mean cubic feet for one-pound Priority Mail pieces that is within 5 

percent of the population value 

- ~ ~~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~~~ 

Cochran. William G. (1977) S,amp/ing icchniqiies. John Wiley & Sons, New York Chapter 10 
page 77. 
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~ ~~~~~~ 

3ample 
Mean 
,ft ") 

0.132 
0.241 
0.398 ~~~~ ~ 

0.566 
0.739 
0.888 
1.073 
1.237 

~~~~~~~~ 

1349  
I ; ]  1319  

~~ 

<ample 
Jariance 

Samole Study 
3bservations 

Over 87 percent of FY2002 Priority Mail volume weighed less than 3 pounds and 

95 percent weighed less than 5 pounds. For the under-3-pound increments, the 

sampling efforts collected more than the number of observations needed to 

produce estimates within 7.5 percent of the population value with 95 percent 

confidence and within 10 percent for the 4 and 5 pound increments. The 

precision of the estimates of the higher-pound increments (pieces weighing more 

than 5 pounds) is less, but the proportion of pieces in these increments is small. 

The fact that sampling efforts produced more observations than needed to satisfy 

relatively strict precision levels for the dominant pound increments leads me to 

conclude that the study has provided an accurate measure of Priority Mail sizes 

by pound increment. 
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Site 

Phoenix, AZ 852 
New York, NY 100 

Detroit, ~ ~~~~~ MI 481 
Jacksonville, ~~~ ~~~ FL ~ 320 ~ ~ ~~~ ~ 

~~- Kansas ~ City, MO 640 
Hartford, CT 060 

~~~ North ~~~~ Metro, GA ~ 300 ~~~~~~~~ 

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO INTERROGATORY 

OF DAVID B POPKIN 

~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

D& Collection 
~ 

11/19/02 - 11/22/02, TWR , None 
01/22/03 - 01/24/03. WRF ~~ , ~~~ None ~~ ~ 

11/13/02- ~~ ~~~~~~~~ 11/15/02, WRF i None ~~~~~ 

01120103 - 01/21/037MTW I ~~~ None 
~ 1 1 / 2 ~ / 0 2 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 / 2 1 / 0 2 ~ ~ W R  ~~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~  ~~~~ None 
12/03/02 - 12/05/02, TWR ~ ~ Thanksgiving ~ ~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~~~ preceding-- ~ 

~ -1 ~M~ajor  US Holiday? 
~ ~ (Start - End, Weekdays) ~~~~~ ~~ ~~~ ~I 

~~ 12/04/02 ~ ~~ - 12/05/02, ~~ WR Thanksgiving ~ ~~ ~~~ preceding ~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

~ 

DBP/USPS-T3-8. Please refer to the attachment to response to DBP/USPS-T3- 
3. You indicated that the data was collected over a two-day period. It was also 
indicated that the sampling study was done over the October 2002 to January 
2003 timeframe. [a] What specific days was the study conducted at each of the 
ten sites. Please also provide in addition to the month, day, and year the day of 
the week and whether there was a holiday in the given week or the preceding 
week. [b] How were the specific days, both day of the week and time of the year, 
chosen? 

RESPONSE: 

Everett, WA-982 ~~~ ~~ ~~~ ' 11/18/02 ~ - ~~ 1 ~ 1/19/02, -~ ~~~~~~ ~ MT 

W i i h i t a , ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 7 0  ~ ~~~~~~~~ 11/13/02- ~~ 11/15/02, WRF ~~ 

Syracuse, NY 130 ~~~~~~~~ 1~~ 12/04/02 ~ - 12/06/02, WRF ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ ~  ~~ ~~~~ 

The table below provides the dates and weekdays during which data collection 

occurred at each sample site. Data collection occurred over a two-day period; in 

some cases the data collection shift crossed calendar days (;.e., data collection 

occut-red durincl the Postal Service's Tour I), so a three-day span is shown. Also 

indicated are major United States holidays, if any, that occurred in the week of, or 

week before. data collection 

None 
Thanksgiving preceding ~~ 

~~ ~~ ~~~ , ~~ ~~~ 

None ~ ~~ ~ ~~ 
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was to measure the  size distribution of parcels within pound increment, and not 

parcel volume across pound increment or zone, we did not believe that the time 

of year would have any impact upon the estimates. See also, my response to 

DPBIUSPS-TI-14b. To account for the relative differences in annual parcel 

volume across pound increment and zone, we relied on RPW-ODIS sampling 

which is designed to measure these volumes. Different days of the week were 

selected for each site to spread sample ohservations across the week. 

Consecutive days of the week were selected at each site to reduce the cost of 

data collection 
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DBP/USPS-T3-9. Please refer to the attachment to response to DBP/USPS-T3- 
3. On page 2 you indicate that only 1 parcel in 30 was chosen for machinable 
parcels while every nonmachinable outside [NMO] parcel was chosen. Please 
explain the reason for reasons [sic] why every NMO was chosen (as opposed to 
a sampling procedure). Wouldn't this systeni provide a greater weight to NMO 
based on their relationship to the entire volume? Please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

Heavy weight parcels account for a relatively small proportion of the universe of 

parcels. To ensure that we obtained sufficient observations of heavy weight 

parcels, we sampled every third container of nonmachinable outside (NMO) 

parcels and measured every piece in that container, where possible. As such, 

we did not sample every NMO. NMO parcels are generally heavier weight 

parcels, and therefore would not be in the same pound increment as ion-NMOS. 

This mitigates any concern that different sampling rates were used as between 

non-NMOS and NMOS. In addition, as described in USPS-LR-2, subsection 3(D). 

pound increment cubic feet and weight are weighted by the GFY 2003 RPW 

parcel volumes in the pound increment to account for differences in sampling 

rates across pound increments 
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OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-T3-10. In the tables attached to your response to DBP/USPS-T3-5, 
you show that the largest weight of a parcel in the up-to 0.34 cubic foot category 
was 15 pounds. Please explain why the data in the Library Reference shows 
parcels of a greater weight. 

RESPONSE: 

As described in Section 3 of USPS-LR-2, a regression technique was used to 

generate a continuous size distribution of Priority Mail parcels for all pound 

increments and zones. 
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ilBP/USPS-T3-11 Please iciw Lo yout~ irespoi~ises to DBP/USPS-T3-8. [a] 
Please confirm that Tour 1 starts shortly before midnight and runs for 
approximately 8 hours and is responsible for sorting and processing incoming 
tiiail to the area of responsibility. [b] Please confirm that in those instances 
where you show three days, it entailed a short period prior to midnight as the first 
day of the three. [c] Please confirm that in those instances where you showed 
two days, the first day started at or shortly after midnight. [dj Please advise why 
you showed four days as the collection period [November 19-22] but only show 
three days of the week for Phoenix? [e] You indicated that different days of the 
week were selected for each site to spread observations across the week. 
Please conform that the tally for the day of the week for the ten sites would show 
the following [assuming that we consider the day as the day of the majority of the 
time - fo r  example, the Tour 1 starting just before midnight on Monday night and 
shown as MTW would be tallied as Tuesday and Wednesday]: 

Monday 1 
Tuesday 2 
Wednesday 5 
Thursday 8 
Friday 4 

[q Please confirm that this tally does not show a reasonable spread throughout 
the days of the week. [g] Please advise the effect on the data collection that this 
uneven spread would cause. [h] Please confirm that November 11, 2002 and 
January. 2003 [a collection date at Jacksonville] are also postal holidays. [i] 
Plcase advise the effect you believe the collection of data on or about the day of 
a Iioliday would have. [j] Please explain any items you are unable to confirm. 

RESPONSE [a-c] Not confirmed. While some sorting and processing of 

incoming Priority Mail is indeed conducted during Tour 1 (which typically starts 

around midnight and runs for approximately 8 hours), substantial such sorting 

and processing also was observed to occur in Tour 2 and Tour 3. In conducting 

the study we observed that the sorting of Priority Mail parcels to delivery unit 

occurred at various times of the day depending on the site and the arrival of mail 

from upstreain facilities. Generally at the study sites, but not universally, the 

incoming Priority Mail operation began in the late afternoon [between 3 : O O  and 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO INTERROGATORY OF 

DAVID B. POPKIN 

Response to DBP/USPS-T3-11 (cont.): 

7:OO pm] and went through the early morning [2 :OO to 5:OO am]. In any case the 

exact timing and function of Tour 1 is not relevant in the context of this study. 

At most sites sample pieces were drawn from incoming containers after they 

were unloaded and brought to a staging area for the incoming sortation 

operation. In these cases we attempted to have the majority of sample pieces 

drawn before the sortation operation began so as not to interrupt the operation. 

At some PMPC's sample pieces were drawn from containers exiting the sortation 

operation. The PMPC's incoming operations often occurred throughout the day 

depending on arrival of mail from upstream facilities and service commitments. 

In the study we worked closely with operations personnel to sample all Priority 

Mail flowing through the facility for approximately 48 hours. The days of the 

week shown in DBPIUSPST3-8 represent days of the week in which there were 

more than 8 hours of data collection. When three days are shown it generally 

means that the data collection process began in the early to late afternoon of the 

first day and continued through the late morning or afternoon of the third day. 

When two days are shown it generally indicates that data collection began in the 

morning of the first day indicated and ended in the morning of the day after the 

last day. For example when MT is indicated data collection began on Monday 

morning and continued through early Wednesday morning. Because the bulk of 

hours were on Monday and Tuesday only MT was indicated. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO INTERROGATORY OF 

DAVID B. POPKIN 

Response to DBP/USPS-T3-11 (conk): 

[d] Four calendar days are included for Phoenix because I inadvertently included 

Friday November 22 in the table. The data collection teain returned on Friday 

November 22 but did not collect data. 

[e-j] 

week where more than 8 hours of data collection occurred at the site. A tally of 

days of the week by this criterion yields a tally of: 

The days of the week listed in DBP/USPS-T3-8 indicate days of the 

Monday 2 
Tuesday 3 
Wednesday 9 
Thursday 8 
Friday 4 

The study's intent was to measure the characteristics of parcels within pound 

increment and not measure the volumes of parcels across pound increment. The 

spread of collected samples across days, proximity to postal holiday, or time of 

year would only affect the study if the packaging materials used or the density of 

items contained in the parcels were correlated with the day the parcels arrive at 

the destination facility. I know of no study or data that would indicate this to be 

the case. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LOETSCHER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN, 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SCHERER 

DBPIUSPS-TI-6. Please refer to lines 16 to 18 on page 3 of your testimony in 
which you indicate that there were 5,368 parcels sampled in the study. Please 
advise the level of confidence that this sample size will provide. 

RESPONSE: 

The statistics for the parameter estimates of the regression used in the 

study witness Scherer refers to on lines 16 to 18 on page 3 of his testimony are 

presented on pages 4 and 5 of USPS-LR-2. Additional regression statistics and 

confidence intervals for the regression parameters are presented in the Excel 

workbook "Cubic Feet Distribution LR.xls" on worksheets "2> Regression" and 

worksheet "1&2 Pound". 

The density calculation of parcels at 0.34 cubic feet is derived from these 

regression estimates. Calculation of the confidence interval of this derived 

estimate requires bootstrapping, a technique employed when statistical 

properties of an estimate are too complex to be derived analytically. A 

confidence interval can be calculated by bootstrapping the data previously 

provided in USPS-LR-2. The bootstrap estimate of the density estimate of 

parcels at 0.34 cubic feet with 200 iterations yields a standard deviation of 

0.0553 pounds per cubic feet. The 95% confidence interval for this estimate is 

6.592 to 6.808 pounds per cubic foot 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO INTERROGATORY 

OF DAVID 6. POPKIN 

DBPlUSPS-TI-14. You indicate that the sampling study was conducted from 
October 2002 to January 2003. 

* * * 

[b] Please advise the effect on the study by conducting it at this time of the year. 

RESPONSE: 

Priority Mail volume is highest during this period. However the high volume likely 

does not affect the study's estimates The estimates are representative of 

annual Priority Mail pieces if mailpiece characteristics within each pound 

increment, including the density of the contents and the size and types of 

packaging material used, do not differ significantly from mailpiece characteristics 

during other times of the year. I have found no data or studies that even suggest 

such seasonal variations occur. However, since the only available data come 

from this study, I cannot state with certainty that the timing of data collection did, 

or did not, affect the study's estimates. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-1. Library Reference USPS-LR-2 indicates at page 1 that the sample 
design fot- the data collection was based on the selection of ten sample sites selected at 
random. with probability proportional to total destinating Priority Mail volume in FY2002. 

la) What was the statistical basis for determining the number of sites tu be 
selected. in ttiis case ten? Please provide references to the sampling literature 
and/or textbooks 
(b) The study indicated that potential stratification variables were not a prior? 
thought to be correlated with the density characteristics. Was there any test of 
this assumption or, alternatively, was there any previously obtained information 
to substantiate this assumption? 
(c) The Library References USPS-LR-2 states at page 3 that 5,368 sample 
pieces were obtained as a result of the sampling effort. Please provide the 
statistical analysis that determined the desired sample size as well as associated 
levels of confidence and/or any other available relevant statistical information. 
(d) Please discuss whether and/or how the distribution of the 5,368 sample 
pieces among the 10 collection sites was related to the statistical accuracy and 
precision of the sampling effort. 

RESPONSE: 

The inumbei- of sites selected was determined bv the resources available to LIS for 

the study. Any statistical analysis conducted to determine the number of sites needed 

to achieve a desired precision level would have required information on the size 

distribution of Priority Mail parcels at each site'. To my knowledge no such data 

existed. The only site-specific Priority Mail data we had available at the time of sample 

design was the ODlS originating and destinating volumes for each site 

The decision to sample destination Priority Mail was made because we strongly 

believed that the distribution of destination volumes at each site was more 

representative of the population than the distribution of originating volumes at each site. 

Originating mail volumes at a site may be dominated by one Priority Mail customer such 

as a fulfillment house. The sizes of Priority Mail parcels froin the dominant customer 
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are likely to be less variable than the population. Conversely by the time Priority Mail 

ireaches its destination, the mail from all customers large and small would be 

coiiiniingled and therefore most representative of the population. 

The site-specific data available at the time were measures such as site location, 

size. facility type, destinating volumes of other classes. These measures are unlikely to 

be correlated with the size distributions of Priority Mail parcels. These assumptions 

could not be tested ex ante as we lacked the necessary information on the size 

distribution of Priority Mail parcels at each site. 

The sample of 5,368 parcels was achieved by intense sampling at each site for 

two days. Again the lack of data on the size distribution of Priority Mail parcels 

precluded us from calculating the number of sample pieces needed to achieve a desired 

precision level. Because sainpling occurred at destination the distribution of sample 

pieces act-oss sites, is unlikely to have a significant effect 011 the pi~ecision or accuracy 

of the estimates. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-2. The Library Reference USPS-LR-2 presents the special study that 
was initiated to gathet- ttie data on the characteristics of Priority Mail. Please provide 
copies of training manuals. procedural instructions. and other relevant material 
i-I istri txi tcd to c l C l l a  r :iiI/c!c tic t i  pe trso r i  tiel 

(a) Please enumerate ttie Irairiing procedures and intormation provided to [tie 
data collection personnel for the data collection. 
(b) Please delineate the quality control procedures. 

RESPONSE: 

(a-b) 

A copy of thi: detailed sampling instructions given to data collectors has been 

supplied as an attachment to my response to DBP/USPS-T3-3. Prior to sampling all 

personnel involved in the survey met and reviewed the sampling protocol outlined the 

training document, discussed possible problems, and solutions to those problems 

Each data collection team was staffed with a team leader who had experience with 

Postal Service opei-ations and sampling techniques. Teams arrived and inspected the 

s:iinple sitc the day before data ccrlleclioii began to tour the site and established the 

site-specific sampling protocol. If the team leader had questions or concerns regarding 

a site they were discussed with the survey leaders and resolved before data collection 

began. Throughout data collection the survey leaders communicated frequently with 

the team leaders to discuss any at-eas of concern. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-3 The Library Reference USPS-LR-2 mentions on page 3 "data 
processing and cleaning." What steps were involved in these efforts? 

(a) Please indicate the number of pieces of Priority Mail and the characteristics 
of the 1piei:cs elitriinated froni the aiialysis as a resiilt of tlie itni[ilernentation of 
these processes. 
(b) Given that a special study was implemented to gather the data, please 
denote the reasons for needing to implement a cleaning process, if in fact the 
process involved any major amount of elimination of data from the study. 
(c) Please indicate if the cleaning process was perfunctory, involving the 
elimination of only a small amount of data. 

RESPONSE: 

( X )  

The primary purpose of the data processing and cleaning phase of the study was 

to use the origin 71P Code, destination ZIP Code, postage affixed, and special services 

to map each observation to postal zone. To accomplish this we used the zone chart 

supplied to LIS by the Postal Service to calcLrlate zone from the origin ZIP Code (taken 

from the return address) and the destination ZIP Code. We then calculated the postage 

for each piece based on the measured weight and calculated postal zone. For pieces 

Lvith postage affixed wo compared the calculated postage a i i t i  the affixed postage. If 

there were inconsistencies between the calculated postage and the affixed postage that 

could not be explained by special service fees or if the origin ZIP Code was missing, the 

observation was discarded. For permit imprint pieces we assumed that the ZIP Code 

given in the return address was an accurate indicator of origin 

In addition to calculating postal zones, the cleaning process eliminated all pieces 

from the sample that were flat shaped or not Priority Mail pieces. The systematic 

sampling technique used would occasionally result in the selection of a flat shaped 

fiiece or a piece from another class that had ended up in the Priority Mail parcel stream. 

During data collection all selected parcels were measured and entered in the database. 
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For the first sites visited, selected flats were also measured and entered into the 

database. We realized that entering the data for flats was unnecessary and detracted 

II  om the iii i~ie available to sample parcels. For later. sites flats were still selected in the 

systematic sampling and tneasured to verify that they met the flat criteria as defined in 

the Domestic Mail Manual hut if they were determined to be flats they were not entered 

into the database. 

During collection information on 5,666 pieces was entered into the database. Of 

these. 289 pieces were eliminated from the sample for the following reasons: 

149 pieces were flat shaped pieces, 

84 pieces were missing origin ZIP Code information, 

30 pieces were determined to be of foreign origin, 

16 pieces were detei-mined to he First-class Mail pieces. 

8 pieces wore detei-ti?ined to be Business Reply Mail pieces, 

8 pieces had irreconcilable differences between affixed postage and calculated 

postage, 

2 pieces were determined to be Parcel Post pieces. and 

. 1 piece was deterinined to be Media Mail. 
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OCAIUSPST3-4 On page 2 of the Library Reference USPS-LR-2, is the statement 
"Sample selection was determined by how best to sample for the selected SCF while 
not interfering with operations and retaining sufficient time to select and record sample 
1~Iier:es foi the sariilile site." 

(a j  Please expand oi i  this statement. 
(b) Please indicate whether this procedure biased the sample. If t h e  answer is 
"No", please explain why soch a procedure did not bias the sample. 

RESPONSE: 

The incoming secondary operations for Priority Mail are not uniform across sites. 

The incoming secondary operatioii for some sites was conducted at a Priority Mail 

Processing Center (PMPC); for others it was conducted at the P&DC of the selected 

site. Each location where the Priority Mail incoming secondary operation was being 

performed had different plant layouts, sortation technologies (manualiSPBS), flows to 

and from the docks and safety concerns. 

Because sanipliiig lomtioiis differed so much it was necessary to adapt the 

s ~ n ~ p l i n ~ j  protocol to the indi,/idunl site. At eacl? site the teani leader worked with 

operations personnel to get a cornplete understanding of the flows of Priority Mail in the 

plant so that the sampling would include all pieces in the universe. From there a 

sampling location was chosen that was safe and did not interfere with operations. For 

some sites this was near the location where containei-s of Priority Mail were staged after 

being unloaded from trucks and before being taken to the incoming secondary sortation 

operation. At other sites sample pieces were drawn from containers as they entered the 

sortation operatioii. When tl ie incoming secondary operation for the selected site was 

conducted at a PMPC and incoming mail for the selected site was commingled with mail 

for other sites. sample ilieces weiw collected as the mail was dispatched from the 

operation 
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In all cases the systematic skip factor was applied to all relevant containers. At 

a11 sites sampling was conducted whenever Priority Mail was in the plant and available 

tor sampling during the two days we were at the plaint. For selected containers, the 

systematic piece skip factors were applied to all pieces in the container until the 

container was empty to avoid any bias that might be introduced by smaller high-density 

pieces filtering to the bottom of the container or by any other consequence of mixing. 

The schedule for sampling at the sites was constructed such that we sampled pieces 

processed on all days of the week. For these reasons I do not believe that any bias 

was introduced by the slight variations in the sampling protocols at each site. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-5. The Excel workbook file "Cubic Feet Distribution LR.xls" listed in 
Library Reference USPS-LR-2, Appendix A, has no headings for other than column A. 
although one would assume that the headings in "cubic ft dist txt" is related to the data. 
Since there is not a one to ono rii, i tc:t i hetween the hcadinrls of the two files. please 
provide the headings for "Cubic Fect Distribution LR.xIs". 

RESPONSE: 

There are four worksheets in this workbook. The sheet labled "Distribution" is the 

output sheet for the tnacro "distmac.' . The outputs are the estimated proportion of 

pieces in each cubic foot increment by zone and pound incretiient. The columns in row 

10 provide the cubic foot increment 0-0.1 cubic feet, 0.1 to 0.2 cubic feet, 0.2 to 0.3 

cubic feet 0.3 to 0.34 cubic feet and 0.34 cubic feet and above. These are repeated for 

each zone. The zones are labeled in row 9 (centered over the section). The pound 

increments are presented in column C starting at row 11 

The sheets "1&2 Pound" and "2> Regression" are the standard regt-ession 

outputs froin the regressioti package available with Excel 

The sheet columns in the sheet "Sample Data" are labeled in row 2. For clarity 

the column headings are: 

. . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

A ObsllD 
B Weight 
C Length 
D Width 
E Height 
F Girth 
G VolumeCubics 
H iZone 
I WTI 
J ln(ft3) 
K nwt 
L IllWt"2 
M 24 
N z5 
0 26 
P 27 

A sequential number of the sample observations. 
The weight of the sample piece. in pounds, as measured 
The length of the sample piece. in inches. as measured. 
The width of the sample piece in inches, as measured. 
The height of the sample piece, in inches, as measured. 
The girth of the sample piece, in inches, as measured. 
The calculated cubic volume of the parcel in cubic feet. 
The calculated zone of the piece. 
The pound increment of the piece. 
The natural log of "VolumeCubics". 
The natural log of "Weight". 
The inattiral log of "Weight" squai-ed. 
An indicator for if the piece is zone 4. 
An indicator for if the piece is zone 5. 
An indicator for if the piece is zone 6. 
An indicator for if the piece is zono 7. 
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Q z8 
K 31bs 

An indicator for if the piece is zone 8. 
An indicator for if the piece is over 2 pounds and is subject to 

the 3 nokind rate. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-6 
requirements for the developrnent of a statistical sainple and lhow the sample presented 
in (his case fulfills the requirements 

Please explain your understanding of the Commission's 

RESPONSE: 

It is my understanding that for the development of a statistical study the 

Commission requires comprehensive descriptions of asstimptions made, study plan 

utilized and the steps undertaken. In my opinion the most significant assumption we 

tnade in the study was that the error terms were normally distributed. This assumption 

is documented explicitly on page 5 of the library reference (USPS-LR-2) and the 

supporting evidence is discussed on page 4, in footnote 3. The other significant 

assumption we made. that the volume of pieces originating and destinating in the same 

5-digit ZIP Code was negligible. is documented on page 1 of the library reference. 

The study olaii ~~ tc selcct and sample pieces at those sites, estimate the 

relationship bet~ween cubic volume and weight. and use these estimates to produce the 

size distributions and density estimates - is described throughout the library reference. 

The procedures undertaken are also described (e.g., we selected sites proportional to 

ODlS destinating volume, we sampled pieces using systematic container skip factors, 

and the regression inodel employed, etc.). 

The Commission requires a description of the survey design, the sampling frame, 

and units and confidence limits that can be placed on major estimates. The sample 

design and franie are described in section A beginning on page 3.  This section also 

describes the universe under the study. The major estimates for the study, in my 

opinion, are the parameter- estiiiiates of the two i-egressions. The confidence limits for 

these estimates are presented explicitly in the workbook "Cubic Feet Distribution LR.xls" 
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and the t-statistics from which the confidence limits can be derived are presented on 

pages 4 and 5 of the library reference. 

i h e  irleliiod oi selectii~ig \he s i q ~ l e  and the characteristics measured are 

presentetl in section B. starling on page 2. In addition the sample data and all 

programs necessary to replicate the study were provided with the library reference. 



146 

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO IN~rtRROGATORY 

OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCA/USPS-T3-7 As a follow-up to the interrogatory OCA/USPS-T3-1-6 concerning the 
data collection study in Library Reference USPS-LR-2, do you know the accuracy 
and/or precision of the data collection effort. expressed in quantifiable terms? 
a. 

b .  

Assuming that your answer is affirmative, please provide a discussion, analysis, 
and quantification of your conclusioiis. 
If your answer is negative, please indicate why you believe the results should be 
used for purposes of pricing and recommending the experimental product. 

RESPONSE: 

See my response to DBPiUSPS-T3-7 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAIUSPS-T3-8. This is a follow-up to your answer to interrogatory 
OCAIUSPS-T3-7 which referred to your response to DBP!USPS-T3-7. Please 
confit-rii that the I~11~1le iii Iliat interrogatot-y responsc indicales the sam~ilci sizes i l l  

your study for the three-pound increment and all heavier pound increments. all of 
which include approximately 13 percent of the FY2002 Priority mail volume, were 
less than required for the sample at each of those pound increments to be 
statistically accurate at the 95 percent confidence level. 

RESPONSE: 

Not confirmed. First, as clarification, approximately 23 percent, not 13 percent, 

of total Priority Mail volume in FY 2002 was at the 3-pound increment or heavier. 

The 13 percent threshold is valid for the 4-pound increment or heavier, consistent 

with the assertion in my response to DBP/USPS-T3-7 that "over 87 percent of 

FY2002 Priority Mail volume weighed less than 3 pounds" (the 4-pound 

increment applies to peces weighing 3 - 4 pounds) 

The correct interpretation of the table provided in response to DBP/USPS-T3-7 is 

that the statistical precision is different for each pound increment at the 95 

percent confidence level. Pound increments with relatively more volume are 

nieastired with relatively inore precision. For example, in the first two pound 

increments there is a 95 percent probability that the estimated mean cubic feet is 

no worse than plus or minus 5 percent of the true value. For the 3 pound 

increment there is a 95 percent probability that the estimated value is no worse 

than within 7.5 percent of the true value. To expand, the table below shows the 

actual precision levels achieved by the study for each of the first 10 pound 

increments at the 95 percent confidence level 



148 

128 
~~~ 

118 

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS LOETSCHER TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

11.1% 
11.8% ~~ 

~~~~ 

Response to OCANSPS-T3-8 (cont.): 

Pott i id Sa 11 i 1) Is !3 m p le S t 11 d y Precision 
Incrernent Mean Variance Observations at 95% 

(ft.') Confidence I , Level 
I I 

1 , 0.132 0.010 

3 0.398 0.126 ~ 

2 0.241 0.039 ~ 

4 0.566 0.224 
5 0739, 0.333 

0.888 1 0.423 
1 1.073 ~ 0.475 

8 ' 1.237 ' 
9 1.349 0.910 

~~~~~~ 

0.663 ~ 

~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ 

~ 101 1319  0 ~ 470 70 ~ 12 0% 

This table shows that only the pound increments over 5 pounds - none of which 

;iccountcxl for inure than 1 percent of FY 2002 Pi-iority Mail volume ~ have 

greater than a 5 percent protmhility that t h e  estimate differs from t h e  true value 

by more than 10 percent. For the pound increments that contain the great 

majority of Priority hlail voluiiie, ( I ,  2, 3, 4. and 5 poundsj the precision is 

greater. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LOETSCHER 
TO PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 1 

POIRI-1: On pages 3 - 4 of USPS-LR-2, the equation used to estimate the relation of 
cubic feet and weight is given as: 

In(CUFTi) = Po + Plln(WTi) + P21n(WTSQi) + P,ZONE + E, 

th . where WT, is the weight of the i piece in pounds and WTSQ, is the weight of the th 
piece squared in pounds. The actual equation used in the calculation of the 
regressions in the workbook "Cubic Feet Distribution LR .XIS" appears to be: 

In(CUFT,) = P o +  Plln(WT,) + P2[ln(WTi)12 + P,ZONE + E, 

Please reconcile the difference. 

RESPONSE: 

The equation in which the square of the natural log of weight is used is the 

correct version of the regression equation used. 

The estimation equation used is: 

The variable definitions are as follows: 

CUFT, - is the cubic feet of the ith piece 
WT, - is the weight of the ith piece in pounds 
ZONE, - is the postal zone (1-3, 4, 5, 6, 7, or 8) of the ith piece 
j = 1-3,4,5,6,7,8. 
c - is a residual term representing the distribution of cubic feet 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LOETSCHER 
TO PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 1 

POIRI-2: The collection instructions provided by witness Loetscher in response to 
DBP/USPS-T3-3 list four types of indicia: permit imprint (PI), stamp (ST), meter (MT), 
and postage validation imprint (PV). The file "cubic_ft_dist.txt," provided as part of 
library reference USPS-LR-2, gives the indicium code for each parcel sampled in the 
Priority Mail Parcel Size Distribution and Density Study. Which category of indicia did 
data collectors use for packages bearing postage printed from the internet? 

RESPONSE: 

Pieces bearing indicia printed from the internet were recorded as metered postage 

(MT) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LOETSCHER 
TO PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 1 

POIRI-3: In response to DBP/USPS-T4-4, witness Loetscher states that an 
assumption of square girth was used to calculate the volume of parcels for which width 
and length were not recorded. The column "VolumeCubics" on the "Sample Data" 
sheet of "Cubic Feet Distribution LR .XIS" provided as part of USPS-LR-2 appears to 
assume a circular girth for these parcels. Please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

The analysis of Priority Mail density originally compared two assumptions for 

observations involving girth: circular and square. The choice between the two 

assumptions was based on the data collectors' impression that pieces for which the 

girth measurement was taken tended to be predominantly "soft packaging" and only 

occasionally tubular; thus for the vast majority of pieces whose girth was measured, it 

was believed that the square girth measurement would be more accurate. 

The results under the two assumptions are only slightly different. The circular 

girth assumption yields an estimate of the density of 0.34 cubic foot parcels of 6.70 

pounds per cubic foot. The square girth assumption yields an estimate of the density of 

0.34 cubic foot parcel of 6.76 pounds per cubic foot. 

Based on the data collectors' impression, my intention was to use the estimates 

that relied upon the square girth. As this question points out, circular girth was actually 

used. 

Note that witness Scherer also has provided information in response to 

information request POIRI-3. 
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United States Postal Service 

Thomas M. Scherer 
(USPS-T-l ) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-TI-2. In your response to Interrogatory DBP/USPS-T2-11 subpart 
t i ,  you indicate i h a l  you do not believe that there will be a siiiiilai- confusion with 
respect to the proposed flat-rate box and lower non-flat-rate postage options. 

[a] Please provide the basis for this belief. 

[b] In the discussion for this proposed rate. did any of the participants express a 
concern? 

[c] If so, please provide details of their concern 

RESPONSE: 

(a) The basis for this belief was provided in my response to DBP/USPS-T2-1 l( i) ,  

redirected from witness Barrett. 

(b) If you are asking whether any participants expressed a concern about the flat- 

rate box being priced above some other Priority Mail options, and whether this 

might create a risk that some customers might pay more than necessary for a 

given shipment, the answer is yes. 

(c) See my testimony at section IV(B) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO DAVID 8 .  POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-TI-3. Please confirm, or explaiii any items you are not able to 
confirm, that a sophisticated mailer ut i l i i i i~y Priority Mail, will normally have 
access to a scale to determine the weight of the article, a zone chart or other 
availability to determine the mailing zone. a rate chart or other availability to 
determine the necessary postage rate and knowledge of the proposed flat-rate 
box postage and will either choose the option that has the lower of the two rates 
or will make an educated decision to utilize the higher of the two rates for a 
perceived convenience. 

RESPONSE: 

Unable to confirm. I have neither defined nor studied "sophisticated 

mailers." However, I would agree that your apparent description of such a 

mailer's attributes is plausible. With respect to any decision "to utilize the higher 

of two rates," I would interpret "perceived convenience" broadly so as to include 

all of the flat-rate box's non-price attributes. such as its sizeidimensions. and 

other considerations such as those mentioned on lines 4 through 10 at page 8 of 

my testimony. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO DAVID B. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-TI -4. 

[a] Please advise the types of sophisticated mailers and the perceived 
conveniences you believe that they will have which will cause them to choose to 
utilize a flat-rate box when the postage for its use will be greater than the non- 
flat-rate postage. 

[h] Please provide an Exhibit similar to Exhibit B showing the positive changes in 
revenue resulting from mailers utilizing the flat-rate box when the postage is 
higher for its use. 

RESPONSE: 

(a) Redirected to witness Barrett. 

(h) 

flat-rate box as I did in Exhibit B of my testimony for parcels "migrating down" to 

the flat-rate box. The latter assumed, as a "worst case," that all Priority Mail 

parcels priced above $7.70 and able to fit into the flat-rate box actually migrate to 

the flat-rate box. The former would also require knowledge of customer 

perceptions of value. In theory, customers will "buy up" to the flat-rate box if the 

perceived added value exceeds the additional amount paid. For example, if the 

baseline rate is $7.05 (4 pounds, Zone 4), a customer who values the flat-rate 

box at $1 .00 would buy up but a customer who values the box at 50 cents would 

not. In the absence of such information, it is not possible to do the requested 

modeling. This is why at page 6, line 7 of my testimony I referred to the potential 

benefits from buy-ups to the flat-rate box, inter alia, as "unquantifiable." 

I am not able to model revenue impacts of parcels "migrating up" to the 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-5. 

[a] Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to confirm, that an 
unsophisticated mailer utilizing Priority Mail, may not normally have access to a 
scale to determine the weight of the article, a zone chart or other availability to 
determine the mailing zone, a rate chart or other availability to determine the 
necessary postage rate and knowledge of the proposed flat-rate box postage. 

[b] Please advise the sources that an unsophisticated mailer will have to obtain a 
USPS box of the flat-rate box size for use in shipping an article by Priority Mail. 

[c] Please provide your best estimate as to the percentage of the total that each 
of the sources will represent. 

[d] Please provide the information the Postal Service will provide with each of 
these sources to allow the mailer to make an educated decision as to whether to 
choose a flat-rate box or a similar sized non-flat-rate box. 

RESPONSE: 

( a )  

mailers." However, I would expect that many mailers lack immediate access to 

iresources such as a scale, a zone chart and a rate chart. I would also expect 

that users of the flat-rate box will quickly understand and recall its specified 

Unable to confirm. I have neither defined nor studied "unsophisticated 

postage rate 

(b) Redirected to witness Barrett. 

(c) Redirected to witness Barrett 

( 4  Redirected to witness Barrett 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-7. 
testiiiiony utilize only tihosi: paiceis that would i i t  i i ito eithet. o i  tiotl~i of the 
proposed flat-rate boxes? If not, why not? 

RESPONSE: 

Does the calculation starting at line 18 of page 3 of you1 

No. The calculation relies on an estimate from witness Loetscher's 

testimony of 6.70 pounds per cubic foot (density), which is an average for all 

baseline Priority Mail parcels at 0.34 cubic feet. regardless of whether or not they 

can fit into either or both of the two proposed flat-rate boxes. This is appropriate 

becaLise the end result of the calculation. the $5.92 "base rate," is intended to 

represent "existing Priority Mail parcels of comparable size" (to the flat-rate box). 

USPS-T-I at 4. line 18. In turn. a premium is added to the base rate partly to 

account for the possibility that the flat-rate box will attract parcels that are heavier 

than the baseline average. 

Using a foundational density reflecting only those Priority Mail parcels that 

can fit into the flat-rate box ~ which are assumed in my testimony to range from 0 

to 0.34 cubic feet 

rate, but it is more complicated than the approach I chose and it is fraught with 

uncertainty. For example, the majority of parcels that can fit into the flat-rate box 

(0 to 0.34 cubic feet) are in rate cells under $7.70. As explained in my response 

to DBP/USPS-T1-4(b), I have no basis for estimating to what extent those 

parcels will actually migrate and therefore influence the average weightidensity of 

the flat-rate box. Furthermore, many parcels that can fit into the flat-rate box are 

quite small, for example in the region of 0 to 0.10 cubic feet (see Tables 1-6 in 

is potentially a feasible alternative to calculating a proposed 
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witness Loetscher's testimony), and it IS unclear to what extent shippers will want 

to "upsize" them to 0.34 cubic feet. Once again, parcels that can fit into the flat- 

rate box may not be representative of those that will actually migrate to the flat- 

rate box and therefore influence its average weiglit/density. 

I should note that the ability-to-fit analysis conducted at pages 6 and 7 of 

my testimony is useful, I believe. for its intended purpose ~~ estimating the 

maximum risk of revenue leakage. But in my opinion the ability to fit is not 

necessarily a good indicator of what will actually migrate to the flat-rate box. 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-8. 
Lostiiriuiiy utilile only those patvAs that would choose either or butti of the 
proposed flat-rate boxes as the best fit box when compared to other USPS boxes 
that are available for use? If not, why not? 

RESPONSE: 

Does the calculation starting at line 18 of page 3 of your 

No. Please see my response to DBPIUSPS-TI-7. Additionally, the parcels 

that will migrate to the flat-rate box are not known, either generally (for example, 

please see my response to DBPIUSPS-TI-4b) or as a "best fit" vis-a-vis other 

Postal Service-supplied Priority Mail packaging. Many Priority Mail parcels 

currently use Postal Service-supplied packaging. Without knowledge of their 

contents, it would have to be presumed, without any basis whatsoever, that the 

baseline parcel always provides a better fit than the flat-rate box. 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-9. 

[a] Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to confirm, that a common use 
of a flat-rate envelope is for mailing paper items that are approximately 8-112 by 
11 inches in size and that the flat-rate envelope will only hold a limited thickness 
of the contents and that the proposed 14 by 12 by 3-112 inch proposed flat-rate 
box will provide a convenient substitute for mailing these paper items when the 
thickness is greater than the flat-rate envelope will conveniently hold. 

[b] If heavier flats were considet-ed in the analysis, what changes would result 
and provide the revisions? 

Please refer to footnote 5 on page 4 of your testimony 

RESPONSE: 

(a) 

provide a convenient substitute for mailing these paper items, not necessarily 

'''.vi11 ." 

Confirtiied, except I would add the caveat :hat the flat-rate box /night 

(b) 

difference between the totals in USPS-LR-1 Attachment 1 ,  Tables 2 and 5) 

Assuining as a worst case that a) all of these flats are candidates for migrating to 

the flat-rate box despite not currently using the cheaper flat-rate envelope (e.g., 

because they cannot fit into the flat-rate envelope), and b) all of these flats 

actually do migrate to the flat-rate box; annual revenue leakage would be an 

additional $895,648. The worst-case revenue loss calculated in Exhibit B, Table 

2 of my testimony (applying to parcels only) would increase from $12.6 million to 

$13.5 million, or from 0.28 percent to 0.30 percent of total Priority Mail revenue in 

GFY 2003 

The number of flats in GFY 2003 priced above $7.70 was 677.993 (the 
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DBP/USPS-TI-10. The Federal Register for February 26, 2004 [69FR8899] 
w i i k i i > s  ii proposed chaiiye lo DMM Sectioii C0~10.2.3~; which ~ Ivo~ ld  liinit the 
density of items weighing more than 15 pounds to 60 pounds per square foot on 
the smallest side of the mailing container. If this proposed rule were to be 
adopted as written, it would limit the weight of the 1 4 ~ 1 2 ~ 3 . 5  inch box to 17.50 
pounds and the 1 1 . 2 5 ~ 8 . 7 5 ~ 6  inch box to 21.88 pounds. Please advise how this 
would affect your analysis and provide the revisions. 

RESPONSE: 

The effects are minimal because very few Priority Mail parcels as small as 

0.34 cubic feet weigh as inuch as 17.50 pounds (which requires a density of at 

least 51.5 pounds per cubic foot) .  Assuiiiing that the 14" x 12" x 3.5" flat-rate box 

cannot exceed 17 pounds and the 11.25" x 8.75" x 6" flat-rate box cannot exceed 

21 pouiids. 9,189: or 0.1 percenl, of the 9,252,059 parcels identified in Exhibit A. 

Table 2 of my testimony as eligible to migrate down to the flat-rate box would no 

longer be eligible. The risk of revenue leakage (Exhibit B, Table 2) would decline 

by $150.000 to $12.4 million. 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-11. In your response to DBPiUSPS-TI-2 subpart b, you 
indicated that other par-ticipants in tile pi-epatmtion of tlhis Docket expressed a 
concern about the confusion between using the flat-rate box and the lower non- 
flat-rate postage option. In response to subpart c you indicated that the details of 
these concerns was provided in section IV(Bj of your testimony. Which specific 
lines of your testimony provide the details? 

RESPONSE: 

My response to DBPIUSPS-TI-2. part (b j  did not reference any "confusion" 

between using the flat-rate box and other Priority Mail options. I only noted that 

some participants (in the development of the docket) expressed a concern that 

by being priced above some other Priority Mail options, the flat-rate box might 

create a risk that some customers might pay more than necessary for a given 

shipment. This concern was the only extant "detail" applicable to DBPIUSPS-TI- 

2. part (c). Th6 substance of the concern was addressed in the entirety of section 

1V.B of my testimony 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-12. Please refer to section IV(B) of your testimony. You indicate 
that 11 can be presumed that customers are rational economic agents who will act 
in their own best interests. While I can agree that sophisticated mailers will 
normally have sufficient information available to make an educated decision, my 
concern is with the non-sophisticated mailer. 

[a] Do you agree that there are mailers who inay not have sufficient knowledge 
of the rate structure to make an educated decision that will be in their own best 
interests? 

[b] Please explain your response to subpart a 

[c] Do you believe that there is an obligation for the Postal Service to provide 
sufficient information to the users of the system to allow them to make an 
educated decision that will be in their own best interests? 

[d] If not, please explain your reasons for this belief. If so, please provide details 
of the methods that will be utilized by the Postal Service to fulfill this obligation. 

RESPONSE: 

(a)-(h) While I agree that it is possible that some mailers may not have sufficient 

knowledge of the rate structure to make informed decisions regarding postal 

purchases. for the reasons stated in section 1V.B of rniy testitnony. I believe that 

Priority Mail customers generally will be able to make such decisions about the 

flat-rate box that are in their own best interests. I also believe that even if mailers 

do not have immediate access to a rate chart or have Priority Mail rates 

committed to memory, they generally should have a learned sense of Priority 

Mail rates from their previous use of the product. This can provide a frame of 

reference for making decisions about the flat-rate box that are in customers' own 

best interests 
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(c)-(d) If you are referring to the Postal Sewice's legal obligations, I am not 

prepared to comment on them. I am also not aware of any, nor have I personally 

defined any, particular information obligations with respect to the flat-rate box. 

I can say, however, that some non-zero amount of information, typically 

made available by the Postal Service, is needed by customers to make postal 

purchase decisions that are in their own best interests. 

I am informed that the Postal Service has not yet determined its 

communicationiinformation plans for the flat-rate box. 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-13. In your responses to DBPIUSPS-TI-7 and 8, i t  appears to 
iiidicate that tne studies relied only on the voluiiie o i  ttie parcel and inot with 
whether the particular parcel could have utilized either or both of the proposed 
flat-rate boxes. You indicate that parcels that can fit into the flat-rate box any not 
he representative of those that will actually migrate to the flat-rate box. 

[a] Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to do so, that there are parcels 
that have a volume of 0.34 cubic feet or less that could not utilize either or both of 
the flat-rate boxes primarily because of their size or shape. 

[b] How many of the boxes evaluated in the study that contain articles that would 
not be able to utilize either or both of the proposed flat-rate boxes could be 
considered as migrating to the flat-rate box? 

[cJ If your response to subpart b is any number greater than zero, please explain 
how that piece could migrate to a flat-rate box. 

[d] Do you feel that the referenced calculation starting on line 18 of page 3 of 
your testimony would have been more accurate had it been limited to parcels that 
would fit into either or both of the proposed flat-t-ate boxes? Please explain your 
answer. 

RESPONSE: 

(a) Confirmed 

(b) None 

(c) Not applicable 

(d) No. This was fully explained in the second paragraph of my response to 

DBPIUSPS-TI-7. 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-14. Yori indicate that the samplitii l study was conducted froin 
OLtober 2002 to Janudiv 2003 

[a] Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to do so. that this time period 
includes the holiday season. 

[b] Please advise the effect on the study by conducting it at this time of the year. 

RESPONSE: 

(a) 

Kwanzaa, and New Year's holidays. 

(h) Redirected to witness ILoetscher 

Confirmed, assuming you are referring to the Christmas. Chanukah. 



167 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO DAVID E. POPKIN INTERROGATORIES 

DBPIUSPS-TI-15. Please refer to your response to DFCIUSPS-5. Irrespective 
of tlhe ireason 01- reasons that the Postal Set~vice may feel that issuance u t  a 
separate s tamp in the exact denomination of the new rate might not be the best 
solution, are you stating that the Postal Service does not have the abiEy to issue 
stamps of any denomination? If so; please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: 

The response to DFCIUSPS-5 was institutional, not mine. I am informed that 

the process leading to the creation of a specific stamp of any denomination is 

lengthy, making timely production of a stamp for the flat-rate box experiment 

difficult 
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DBPIUSPS-TI-16. In your response to DBP/USPS-T2-11 subpart i you indicate 
that custorriers b b h o  elect to use the  flat-rate box will do so not by default or out of 
habit. 

[a] Please advise how customers, both sophisticated and non-sophisticated, will 
be able to intelligently make a volitional departure from well-established custom 
and utilize the flat-rate box when it will be to their advantage to do so. 

[b] Do you feel that it is a satisfactory condition for a customer to continue to 
utilize the weight- and zone-rate because they are not aware of the new service 
option so long as they are no worse off than before? Please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

(a) I expect that Priority Mail customers of all types will generally decide whether 

or not to use the flat-rate box based on its comparative price and based on 

non-price attributes such as its potential convenience and ease of use. 

Section 1V.B of my testimony and my response to DBPIUSPS-TI-I2 (a) and 

(b) explained why this will generally be an informed choice. Section 1V.B of 

m)' testimony and my response to DBP/USPS-T2-11 ( i )  explained why opting 

for the flat-rate box will generally constitute a "volitional departure from well- 

es ta b I i s h ed custom ." 

(b) Yes. As long as some customers benefit from ~ ;.e.. derive value from - the 

flat-rate box while all others are no worse off than before, then the flat-rate 

box unambiguously enhances overall consumer welfare 
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DBP/USPS-T2-6. On Page 7 Lines 9 to 11 of your testimony, you indicate that the 
proposed $7.70 rate can be exactly paid by utilizing two of the current $3.85 stamps 
issued for the base Priority Mail service. 

[a] In evaluating the proposed rate for the Flat-Rate Box, what weight was provided to 
the ultimate decision to allow for the payment of postage in this manner? 

[b] Neglecting this "simple and convenient" way to pay the postage, what would the 
proposed rate have been? 

RESPONSE: 

( a )  Please see Section 1 1 1  of my testimony, USPS-T-I. 

( b )  As discussed in Section Ill of USPS-T-1, the specified box size of 0.34 cubic feet is 

predicated on a targeted $7.70 rate (which included the judgmental application of a 

$1.50 - $2.00 premium to protect against potential revenue leakage from relatively 

heavy and/or long distance parcels migrating to the flat-rate box, and to reflect a portion 

of the box's added value). Other proposed rates were possible, but they would have 

necessitated the specification of different box sizes (assuming maintenance of the 

judgmental premium). There was no one alternative proposed rate 
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DBP/USPS-T2-10. On Page 3 Line 16 you indicate that the Priority Mail Flat-Rate 
Envelope has been in use since 1991. 

[a] Please confirm that the current postage rate for a Priority Mail Flat-Rate Envelope is 
the minimum Priority Mail postage rate and therefore a mailer can never end up paying 
a higher postage rate [when compared to the non-flat-rate postage rate] by utilizing the 
Flat-Rate Envelope. 

[b] Please confirm that the current postage rate for a Express Mail Flat-Rate Envelope 
is the minimum Express Mail postage rate and therefore a mailer can never end up 
paying a higher postage rate [when compared to the non-flat-rate postage rate] by 
utilizing the Flat-Rate Envelope. 

[c] Please confirm that a mailer will end up paying a higher postage rate when utilizing 
a Flat-Rate Box [when compared to the non-flat-rate postage rate] in those instances 
when the weight of the parcel is less than 8 pounds for up to Zone 3; less than 4 
pounds for Zone 4, less that 3 pounds for Zones 5 and 6, and less than 2 pounds for 
Zones 7 and 8 .  

[d] Please explain any items you are not able to confirm 

RESPONSE: 

(a) Confirmed, that currently there is no Priority Mail postage rate lower than the rate 

applicable to the Priority Mail flat-rate envelope. Confirmed also that when using the 

Priority Mail flat-rate envelope, a mailer can never end up paying a higher Priority Mail 

postage rate (compared to the non-flat-rate postage rate) 

I have not studied Express Mail rates, and I do not consider myself an expert 

concerning those rates. However, I am informed that currently there is no Express Mail 

postage rate lower than the rate applicable to the Express Mail flat-rate envelope. I am 

also informed that when using the Express Mail flat-rate envelope, a mailer can never 
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Response to DBP/USPS-T2-10 (Cont.) 

(b) end up paying a higher Express Mail postage rate (compared to the non-flat-rate 

postage rate) 

(c) Confirmed, with respect to existing Priority Mail rates and the proposed rate for the 

Priority Mail flat-rate box 

(d) Not applicable 
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DBP/USPS-T2-1 l a ,  h,  i. 

[a] Please confirm that for the rates that were in effect on June 1, 2002, the rate for a 
Priority Mail Flat-Rate Envelope was the 2-pound rate and when the Flat-Rate Envelope 
was utilized for weights under 16 ounces, the mailer was required to pay a higher 
postage rate [when compared to the non-flat-rate postage rate]. 

[b] Please confirm that on June 1 ,  2002, the Postal Service made both a flat-rate and a 
non-flat-rate Priority Mail envelope available to mailers and that these envelopes were 
identical in size and construction and had some similarity in design. 

[c] Please provide copies of the front and back of these two envelopes 

[d] Was it the intention of the Postal Service to have both of these envelopes [flat-rate 
vs. non-flat-rate] equally available to the public? 

[e] If not, why not? If so, provide copies of any directives that were issued during the 
period of that rate to explain the two types of envelopes and the need for similar 
availability. 

[fj What publicity was provided to explain to the public that they could save money by 
utilizing the non-flat-rate envelope for mailings under 16 ounces or any other related 
information to the flat-rate envelope? 

[g] Please explain any confusion you believe resulted by having a flat-rate postage that 
was more than the minimum postage rate [such as existed on June 1, 2002 with the 
Priority Mail Envelope]. 

[h] Do you feel a similar confusion could result with the proposed Flat-Rate Box rate? 

[i] If no, why not? If so, what steps does the Postal Service plan to eliminate the 
confusion. 

b] Please explain any items you are not able to confirm. 

RESPONSE: 

(a) Confirmed 
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(h) I am not aware of any evidence that customers were, in fact, confused by a flat-rate 

envelope rate that was more than the minimum postage rate (such as existed on June 

1 ,  2002). To the extent that there may have been such customer confusion, I do not 

believe that there will be similar confusion with respect to the proposed Priority Mail flat- 

rate box and lower non-flat-rate postage options. 

(i) The two-pound rate to which the Priority Mail flat-rate envelope was pegged on June 

1 ,  2002 - 45 cents higher than the one-pound rate - was the result of a decoupling of 

the one- and two-pound rates in Docket No. R2000-I, effective January 7, 2001. The 

flat-rate envelope had never before been under-priced (within Priority Mail) since its 

introduction in 1991. As learned behavior, customers may have come to expect nothing 

within Priority Mail to cost less than the flat-rate envelope. With the introduction of a 

new, lower one-pound rate in Docket No. R2000-1, this learned behavior was possibly 

undermined. 

Unlike the flat-rate envelope at that time, the current proposed flat-rate box is not an 

incumbent product. It has no rate history, and customers can have no learned 

expectations about its rate in relation to other Priority Mail rates. Customers who elect 

to use the flat-rate box will do so not by default or out of habit, but rather as a volitional 

departure from well-established custom (paying by weight and zone). The flat-rate box 

will simply be available to them as a new service option. They may elect that option, or 

they may continue to weight- and zone-rate and be no worse off than before 
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The flat-rate envelope is also distinguished from the proposed flat-rate box by its 

more limited capacity. In GFY 2003, only 1 percent of all Priority Mail flat-rate envelopes 

weighed more than 3 pounds. The limited capacity, in my view, has the potential to lead 

some customers to assume that the flat-rate envelope carries the lowest price possible. 

In contrast, it would not be intuitive for customers to assume that a flat-rate box easily 

able to contain upwards of 5 or 10 pounds carries the lowest price possible. As a result, 

it can be expected that customers will be more vigilant of lower rate alternatives to the 

proposed flat-rate box than to the flat-rate envelope 
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OCNUSPS-TI-1. 
the pricing of the flat-rate box that the new service "may well attract shipments that are 
heavier-weight and/or longer-distance than average." You furthe'r assume, for purposes 
of pricing, a base rate of $5.92 as the estimated average realized revenue from a flat- 
rate box of .34 cu feet. This assumes "the average is between the Zone 4 and Zone 5 
rates, but closer to Zone 4" (testimony page 4) and an average weight for a base line 
parcel of 2.28 pounds. 
Further, your testimony indicates at page 5 that if the average flat-rate box were to 
"settle" with a relatively small change in those current averages to Zone 5 (less than a 
whole zone) and to "settle" at 3 pounds (0.72 pounds or only 11 52 ounces greater than 
your assumed current average of 2.28 pounds) the base rate would jump to $7.45, only 
0.25 cents below the proposed $7.70 postage rate. 

Your testimony at pages 4-5 indicates the need to recognize in 

a. Please confirm that if the average flat-rate box settled at Zone 6 but the 
weight was 3 pounds, the "base rate" by your method of calculating using 
Table 6 in Library Reference USPS-LR-1 (the rounded midpoint between the 
3 pound rate for Zone 6 of $7.15 and the 4 pound rate for Zone 6 of $8.50) 
would be $7.83. If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

b. Please confirm that if the average flat-rate box settled at Zone 5 but the 
weight was 4 pounds, the "base rate" by your method of calculating using 
Table 6 in Library Reference USPS-LR-1 (the rounded midpoint between the 
4 pound rate for Zone 5 of $8.05 and the 5 pound rate for Zone 5 of $9.30) 
would be $8.68. If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

c. Please confirm that if the average flat-rate box settled at Zone 6 the 
weight settled at 4 pounds, the "base rate" by your method of calculating 
using Table 6 in Library Reference USPS-LR-1 (the rounded midpoint 
between the 4 pound rate for Zone 6 of $8.50 and the 5 pound rate for Zone 
6 of $9.85) would be $9.13. If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

As clarification, the estimated average realized revenue of $5.92 ("base r i  2 " )  is nc 

for a flat rate box of 0.34 cubic feet, but rather for "existing Priority Mail parcels of 

comparable size." Please see USPS-T-1 at 4, line 18. 
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Also, my testimony does not indicate or suggest that the changes in average weight 

and zone resulting in the example of a $7.45 rate interpolated from the Priority Mail rate 

schedule are "relatively small." 

(a) Confirmed. 

(1)) Confirmed. 

( c )  Not confirmed. The correct interpolated rate is $9.18. 
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OCNUSPS-TI-2. 
impacted by the cubic size of the box. 

RESPONSE: 

Please confirm that currently, the postage for Priority Mail is not 

Not confirmed. The Priority Mail rate schedule includes a "balloon charge" for 

parcels weighing less than 15 pounds but measuring more than 84 inches in combined 

length and girth. Such parcels are charged the applicable rate for a 15-pound parcel. 

The length + girth ineasure is intended as a proxy for cubic volume. So, in some 

instances, the postage is impacted by the cubic size of the box. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-3. 
the cubic size of the box that, on average, customers will use boxes larger than they 
would otherwise if the postage were greater for larger box sizes? 

RESPONSE: 

Do you agree that if the postage for Priority Mail is not impacted by 

As I said in my response to OCAIUSPS-TI-2, the postage for Priority Mail can be 

impacted by the cubic size of the box. Having said that, I agree that if the postage for 

Priority Mail is not impacted by the cubic size of the box, some customers might use 

boxes larger than they would otherwise 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-4. 
item by Priority Mail, the weight per cubic foot (density) would increase. 

RESPONSE: 

Please confirm that if the cubic box size is reduced to ship a given 

Confirmed, with a minor caveat. While, as a general matter, a parcel's density 

will increase if the cubic box size is decreased and the contents stay the same, a 

counter example can be found. When a parcel with relatively high-density packing 

material (filler) is reduced in size. it may be possible in some instances for the density to 

decrease if the packing material is replaced with lower-density packing material (or is 

!not replaced with packing material). 

Conversely: when a parcel with relatively low-density packing material (filler) or 

no packing inaterial is increased in size, it may be possible in some instances for the 

density to increase if the packing material is replaced with higher-density packing 

material or if packing material is added for the first time. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-5. 
contain soft goods and could be repackaged to smaller dimensions but no basis for 
quantifying this potential could be identified. 
undertaken any study to determine how much customers would reduce the cube size of 
boxes currently used for Priority Mail, not to repackage compressible goods, but to 
reduce postage from unnecessarily oversized box cubes. particularly in the lower weight 
categories under 5 pounds? If not. are there any plans to undertake such a study? 

RESPONSE: 

Your testimony in note 10 at page 7 recognizes some parcels may 

However. have you or anyone else 

Neither I nor to anyone else to my knowledge at the Postal Service has 

undertaken such a study, nor am I aware of any plans to do so 

The proposed flat-rate box's flat rate and fixed cubic volume will enable some 

customers to save postage costs Iby reducing package size ~ as long as the size is 

reducible (e.g. ,  the package is "unnecessarily oversized") and exceeds 0.34 cubic feet. 

Density (pounds per cubic foot) will increase for such parcels that migrate to the flat. 

rate box (with the exception of the caveat noted in my response to OCAIUSPS-TI-4). 

On the other hand, even if the package size is reducible, it will not be possible to 

achieve an increase in density from parcels that are smaller than 0.34 cubic feet (aside 

from the condition noted in the second paragraph of my response to OCA/USPS-T1-4). 

On the contrary, density will decrease for such parcels that migrate to the flat-rate box. 

The net impact on average density - from migrating parcels bigger than 0.34 

cubic feet and smaller than 0.34 cubic feet ~ is indeterminate. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCAIUSPS-TI-6. 
in the Postal Service studies is too low by 10 (ten) percent, following your methodology, 
the average weight for a .34 cubic foot box would rise to 2.51 pounds. If you cannot 
confirm, please explain. 

Please confirm that if the density of the Priority Mail as calculated 

RESPONSE: 

Not confirmed. If the 6.70 pounds per cubic foot calculated by witness Loetscher 

in USPS-T-3 is "too low by 10 percent" (a hypothetical assumption), then the actual 

density is 6.7010.9 = 7.44 pounds per cubic foot, and the average weight of Priority Mail 

parcels at 0.34 cubic feet -following the methodology in my testimony ~ would be 0.34 

x 7 44 = 2.53 pounds 

Note that if the 6.70 pounds per cubic foot calculated by witness Loetscher in 

USPS-T-3 is too high by 10 percent (also a hypothetical assumption), then the actual 

tlensity is 6.7011.' = 6.09 pounds per cubic foot. and the average weight of Priority Mail 

parcels at 0.34 cubic feet - following the methodology in my testimony ~ would be 0.34 

x 6.09 = 2.07 pounds 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-7. 
were 2.51 pounds, the base rate using your methodology would be $6.25 (the 3 pound 
weight increment Priority Mail rate). If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

Please confirm that if the average weight for a .34 cubic foot box 

Not confirmed. Since 2.51 pounds exceeds the assumed average of 2.5 pounds 

at the 3-pound weight increment, the base rate would have to be interpolated between 

the average realized revenue per parcel across all zones at the 3-pound and 4-pound 

weight increments. The former is $6.25, the latter is calculated in my response to 

OCAIUSPS-TI-9 as $7.42. Assuming an average weight of 3.5 pounds at the 4-pound 

weight increment, the base rate would be interpolated as $6.25 + [($7.42 - S6.25) x 

((2.51 ~ 2.50ji(3.50 - 2.50j)l = $6.26. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-8. 
in the Postal Service studies is too low by 20 (twenty) percent, following your 
methodology, the average weight for a .34 cubic foot box would rise to 2.73 pounds. If 
you cannot confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

Please confirm that if the density of the Priority Mail as calculated 

Not confirmed. If the 6.70 pounds per cubic foot calculated by witness Loetscher 

in USPS-T-3 is "too low by 20 percent" (a hypothetical assumption), then the actual 

density is 5.70.'0.8 7 8.38 pounds per cubic foot, and the average weight of Priority Mail 

parcels at 0.34 cubic feet - following the methodology in my testimony - would be 0.34 

x 8.58 = 2.85 pounds. 

Note that if the 6.70 pounds per cubic foot calculated by witness Loetscher in 

USPS-T-3 is too high by 20 percent (also a hypothetical assumption), then the actual 

density is 6.70/1.2 = 5.58 pounds per cubic foot. and the average weight of Priority Mail 

parcels at 0.34 cubic feet ~ following the methodology in my testimony ~ would be 0.34 

x 5.58 = 1.90 pounds. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-9. 
parcel) for the 4 pound increment as you have provided for the 2 and 3 pound 
increments at page 4 of your testimony and USPS-LR-1, Attachment 1, Table 14. 

RESPONSE: 

Please provide the volume weighted average rate (revenue per 

$7.42 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-10. Please calculate the estimated base rate using your methodology if 
the Priority Mail density were 2.73 pounds for a cubic foot box and the 4 pound volume 
weighted average rate (revenue per parcel). 

RESPONSE: 

I will assume what is requested is a base-rate calculation based on an average 

weight of 2.73 pounds for a 0.34 cubic foot box. Assuming, also, an average weight of 

3.5 pounds at the 4-pound weight increment: $6.25 + [($7.42 - $6.25) x ((2.73 - 

2.50)/(3.50 - 2.50))] = $6.52. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-11. Please explain in more detail what characteristics of the box size 
and other factors supporting your statement on page 6 of your testimony that the box 
sizes are considered "qualitatively appropriate." 

RESPONSE: 

The 0.34 cubic feet was consistent with Postal Service's aim for a box size 

roughly in the range of 0.25 to 0.50 cubic feet. Box sizes below this range ("too small") 

were judgmentally thought to have limited applicability. Box sizes above this range 

("too big") would have carried a relatively high rate that would have been out of 

proportion to the postage typically borne by Priority Mail parcels, 

The 0.34 cubic feet chosen also iierinitted the dimensions discussed as 

appropriate in SeLtion Ill A of witness Bart-ett's testimony (USPS-T-2) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-12. In your judgment, what is the least amount of total premium you 
believe is necessary to account for the flat-rate box product's added value and as 
protection against the possible attraction of relatively heavy and/or long distance 
shipments to the flat-rate box? 

RESPONSE: 

As discussed at page 5 of iny testimony, I applied my best judgment in aiming for 

a total premium of $1.50 to $2.00. The "least amount" I was willing to posit was 

therefore $1.50. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-13. Did you seriously consider prices other than two times the one- 
pound and flat-rate envelope stamp rate? If so, what were those rates and please 
discuss the reasons you rejected them. 

RESPONSE: 

Some hypothetical rate calculations were made for different box sizes ranging 

roughly from 0.25 to 0.5 cubic feet (all the while, maintaining my judgmental $1.50 to 

$2.00 premium over the base rate). Those rates were approximately in the range of 

$7.00 to $8.50, as I recall. However, once it was realized that a $7.70 rate, 

conveniently equal to two $3.85 postage stamps, could be attained with a box size of 

0.34 cubic feet, this was the only rate serioLisly considered. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-14. Your testimony suggests at page 5 that in the future if there is a 
permanent classification for the flat-rate box service, a dedicated stamp could be 
produced. In your opinion, would that detract from the value added of this service as it 
would reduce the simplicity of using the same stamps for several types of Priority Mail. 

RESPONSE: 

I am not an expert on matters concerning methods of postage payment, 

including the use of stamps, but in my opinion, it might be somewhat more convenient 

for iriailers to be able to keep a s ~ p p l y  of just one stamp denomination having three 

applications (one-pound rate, flat-rate envelope, flat-rate box) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-15. Please comment on how this new service relates to the services 
offered by the competitors of the Postal Service and whether this service is expected to 
compete favorably with any particular service offered by the competition. 

RESPONSE: 

As mentioned at page 11 of my testimony. no domestic product comparable to 

the proposed flat-rate box is currently offered by any Postal Service competitor. As 

such. the flat-rate box is not positioned against any particular services offered by the 

competition 

It is my understanding that UPS and FedEx both offer 10 kg and 25 kg 

(maxiiiium weights) flat-rate boxes for international parcel delivery. However. while 

these flat rates do not vary by weight, they do vary by zone 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-16. Have you or anyone in the Postal Service studied or estimated the 
potential impact on window service costs or carrier costs resulting from providing this 
service to current Priority Mail users, considering particularly the increased use of 
carriers to pick up the flat-rate boxes. If so; please provide the estimated impact on 
costs. 

RESPONSE: 

No such cost impacts have been studied. This proposal for an experimental flat- 

rate box is based on the existing Priority Mail rate schedule without any reexamination 

of the underlying costs supported by the record in Docket No R2001-1. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-26. At page 14 of your testimony you state that your ultimate 
objective is to estimate net revenue and contribution impacts of the experiment. 
Do you agree that cost diffetences in offering a PM flat-1-ale box altemative niay 
also have an impact on contribution and net revenue? If you do not agree, 
please explain. If you do agree, then what steps do you plan to take to measure 
the impact of cost differences? What steps does the Postal Service plan to take 
to measure the impact of cost differences? 

RESPONSE: 

I agree that any cost differences that might exist between the flat-rate box 

and its Priority Mail antecedents before migration could have an impact on 

contribution (net revenue) from the proposed experiment. The referenced 

statement at page 14 of my testimony did not envisage estimating any such cost 

differences. The Postal Service is proposing the flat-rate box as a new Priority 

Mail service option. The proposed rate is derived from, and therefore achieves 

comparability with, the existing Priority Mail rate schedule The Postal Service 

does not intend to evaluate cost changes from within-subclass migrations, for two 

reasons. First, I ani informed that cost data that might permit comparison of 

respective rate categories are not available. This should not preclude adoption of 

the proposed flat-rate box because in most respects, the flat-rate box and its 

antecedents will have similar costs. For example, the contents will weigh the 

same and the pieces will travel over the same number of zones. Second, to the 

extent that the costs of the flat-rate box and its antecedents may differ in some 

respects, these differences are not expected to be atypical of the averaging that 

characterizes existing Priority Mail rate categories (e.g.. flat-rate envelope, 

weight- and zone-rated options) and rate cells. Invariably, some amount of rate 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

Response to OCNUSPS-TI-26 (Cont.) 

a w a g i n y  is necessary in the face of cost heterogeneity. especially to the extent 

that rate simplicity is to be achieved. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-27. Does the Postal Service intend to observe and report on 
operational difforences in entering flat-rate PM versus poundizone-rated PM? If 
i~iot, w i l y  n o t .  

RESPONSE: 

The Postal Service intends to observe such differences, to the extent that 

they are observable. Please refer to the sample user-survey questions in 

Attachment A of my testimony. Question No. 2 indicates that an attempt will be 

made to identify the method of entry into the postal system. Cross-referenced to 

Question No. 7, some information about the change in method of entry (flat-rate 

box vs. if the mail piece were (still) weight- and zone-rated) can be also derived. 

Any such differences observed would be reported in a subsequent filing for a 

permanent classification (if any).  
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-28. Your testiiiioiiy at page 13 states i i i  reference to data 
generation that "The ODIS-RPW data will indicate what gravitates to the flat-rate 
box by weight and zone, but not the origin of that volume." 

a. Please explain how the ODIS-RPW data will enable the Postal 
Service to determine what flat-rate boxes gravitated from various 
zone rate categories if ODIS-RPW does not also obtain the origin of 
the volume so as to determine the distance the flat-rate box will 
travel and therefore calculate the zone category from which it 
gravitated. 
Please address how the Postal Service will ascertain the ZIP code 
of origin so as to determine the zones traveled. 
Isn't it correct that neither mailers nor postal employees need to 
know the ZIP code of origin to calculate the Priority Mail flat-rate 
box postage? Please explain. 
Will ODIS-RPW data collectors use the return address to determine 
ZIP code of origin or will they use another source of information? 
Please discuss. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

RESPONSE: 

(a)  - (b)  The reference to "origin" on page 13 of my testimony was not intended to 

refer to the point of entry into the mailstream (e.g., origin ZIP Code), but 

rather lo the source of the mail piece gravitating to the flat-rate box, for 

example, whether it would otherwise have been a weight- and zone-rated 

Priority Mail piece, or whether it would otherwise have been shipped outside 

the postal system, etc. I could have been clearer about this, especially 

considering that the "0" in "ODIS-RPW" refers to the first of those two 

meanings. In any event, ODIS-RPW sampling does in fact record the origin 

three-digit ZIP Code, as indicated in the Postal Service's institutional 

response to OCAiUSPS-TI-25. Along with the destination three-digit ZIP 

Code, also recorded by ODIS-RPW. this will indicate zone characteristics 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

Response to OCNUSPS-TI-28 (Cont.) 

(c) That is corIi:cl. The pi~oposcd flat-rate box's postage is irrespective of zoiie 

(and therefore both origin and destination ZIP Codes) and weight. 

(d) No, the return address will not be used to determine the origin ZIP Code. I am 

informed that the origin ZIP Code will be determined from the cancellation 

mark for pieces bearing stamps, from the meter imprint and in some cases 

the video ink jet cancellation if metered, from the PVI (postage validation 

imprinter) strip if PVI, and from the indicia if permit imprint. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-31. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-TI-1 and your 
testimony at page 4,  line 18, where you note the average realiLed revenue of 
$5.92 is not fot~ a flat rate box of 0.34 cubic feet, but rather foi- "existing Priority 
Mail parcels of comparable size." Because it appears that the $5.92 figure is 
derived mathematically by using a 0.34 cubic foot box. why do you qualify the 
characterization of the calculated $5.92 as applying to parcels of "comparable 
size" rather than stating that the $5.92 represents the average revenue for a 0.34 
cubic foot box? 

RESPONSE: 

In my testimony at page 4, line 18. I said "of comparable size" rather than 

"of the same size" because very few existing Priority Mail parcels are the exact 

same size as either of the two proposed flat-rate boxes. Furthermore. witness 

Loetscher estimated the average density for existing Priority Mail parcels at 0.34 

cubic feet from those parcels in his sample ranging from 0.33 to 0.35 cubic feet. 

That said, since the 6.70 pounds per cubic foot is meant to apply to an 

existing Priority Mail parcel of 0.34 cubic feet, the $5.92 can indeed be construed 

to represent average revenue for an existing Priority Mail parcel of 0.34 cubic 

feet 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-32. Your "base rate" of $5.92 was determined by a study of the 
density of Priority Mail boxes in the mailstream. Do you believe that the density 
of the new Priority Mail flat-imle boxes will differ from the density of the cutwent 
Priority Mail as estimated? If so, by what percentage listed below do you expect 
the density of the new Priority Mail flat-rate boxes to differ from the estimated 
density of tested Priority Mail'? 

a. a decrease in density? 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

g. Please explain your reasoning. 

a five percent increase in density? 
a 10 percent increase in density? 
a 15 percent increase in density? 
a 20 percent increase in density? 
If you expect a percentage change that differs from the above 
choices, please specify that percentage. 

RESPONSE: 

The average density of the proposed flat-rate box, as it will be realized, 

can be compared to the current average density of Priority Mail parcels in either 

of two ways. 111 the first way. the density will increase for some Priority Mail 

parcels that migrate to the flat-rate box and decrease for others. Please see my 

response to OCAIUSPS-TI-5. Note also that the response to OCAIUSPS-TI-5 

indicates that the net impact on average density is indeterminate. I am therefore 

unable to confirm whether any of the posited outcomes in parts (a) through (e) 

above is more likely than the others; inor am I able to offer an alternative outcome 

for part (f) 

In the second way, because the flat rate immunizes against variations in 

weight and distance shipped, the average realized density of the flat-rate box 

may exceed the average density of current Priority Mail parcels at 0.34 cubic feet 

(measured by witness Loetscher as 6.70 pounds per cubic foot). This was one 

reason for including a $1.78 premium in my proposed rate. However, I have no a 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

Response to OCAIUSPS-TI-32 (Cont.) 

p r i i r  c;xpectatioii of any IparticLilar percentage difference between the average 

realized density of the flat rate box and 6.70 pounds per cubic foot (indeed, if I 

did, I would have been able to specify the rate premium with more precision). I 

am therefore unable to confirm whether any of the posited outcomes in parts (a) 

through (e) above is more likely than the others; nor am I able to offer an 

alternative outcome for part (f). 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

OCNUSPS-TI-33. Please refer to your answer to interrogatory OCAIUSPS-TI- 
27. In addition to the types of operational information provided in your response, 
does the Postal Set-vice inteiitl lo obsei-.ve and report on operalional differences 
as follows: 
a. Whether the acceptance of a Priority Mail flat-rate box at a retail window 

may be less costly than acceptance of a poundizone-rated Priority Mail 
package since the flat-rate piece does not have to be weighed and the 
zone determined. 
Whether the  entry of a Priority Mail flat-rate box via carrier pick up may be 
less costly than the entry of a poundizone-rated Priority Mail package 
since the flat-rate package would not have to be weighed and its zone 
determined at the delivery office where the carrier drops off the piece after 
pick up. 
If you do not intend to observe and report on a. and/or b., please explain 
why not. 

b. 

c. 

RESPONSE: 

(a) There is presently no such intention 

(b) There is presently no such intention 

(c) As discussed in witness Barrett's response to OCA/USPS-T2-25, retail 

acceptance procedures are expected to be virtually the same for the Priority 

Mail flat-rate box as for weightizone-rated Priority Mail packages. Although 

as indicated in witness Barrett's response to OCAIUSPS-T2-27, there may be 

some postage-verification differences between the Priority Mail flat-rate box 

and weightizone-rated Priority Mail packages, the Postal Service does not 

customarily estimate and attribute operations-specific costs for Priority Mail at 

the level of the rate category (like the proposed flat-rate box). Priority Mail 

rates, such as those recommended by the Postal Rate Commission in Docket 

No. R2001-1, reflect cost differences based on weight, distance shipped, and 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO OCA INTERROGATORY 

Response to OCNUSPS-TI-33 (Cont.): 

mode of transportation (surface vs. air). They do not reflect cost differences 

at as fine a level as, for example, postage verification. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SCHERER 
TO PRES1 IN OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 1 

POIRI-3: In response to DBP/USPS-T4-4, witness Loetscher states that an 
assumption of square girth was used to calculate the volume of parcels for which width 
and length were not recorded. The column "VolumeCubics" on the "Sample Data" 
sheet of "Cubic Feet Distribution LR .XIS" provided as part of USPS-LR-2 appears to 
assume a circular girth for these parcels. Please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

As explained in witness Loetscher's response to POlR No. 1, Question 3, 

"squaring" rather than circumscribing sampled Priority Mail parcels for which girth (as 

opposed to width and height) was measured would have had the effect of increasing 

estimated average density at 0.34 cubic feet from 6.70 to 6.76 pounds per cubic foot. 

This change in estimation would not have had a significant impact on the analysis, 

conclusions or recommendations found in my testimony (USPS-T-1). The estimated 

average weight of a parcel at 0.34 cubic feet would have been 0.34 cubic feet x 6.76 

poundsicubic foot = 2.30 pounds. Following the interpolation methodology in my 

testimony, the base rate would have been $4.68 + [($6.25 - $4.68) x ((2.30 - 

1.448)/(2.50 - 1.448))] = $5.95. The implicit rate premium would have been the 

proposed rate of $7.70 minus $5.95, or $1.75. This would have continued to be an 

appropriate premium because, like the $1.78 premium in my testimony, it falls near the 

middle (coincidentally, right in the middle) of my target range of $1.50 to $2.00. 

Therefore, even had the "squaring" density estimate been used, I would not have 

altered the proposed rate of $7.70 or the proposed box size of 0.34 cubic feet. 
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United States Postal Service 

Institutional 
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-I Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to confirm, that 
the Postal Service has arrangements that permit shipping supplies for Priority 
Mail to be cobranded with a private mailer, such as those that appear on Page 92 
of the July 8, 2004 Postal Bulletin for shipping supplies cobranded with both the 
USPS and eBay logos. 

Response: 

Confirmed. 
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBPIUSPS-2 
made arrangements which resulted in cobranded shipping supplies. 

Response: 

Please advise the number of other private mailers that have 

There are currently less than 50 of these co-branding arrangements. 
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-3 
supplies conducted by the Postal Service or the private mailer? 

Is the ordering and payment of these cobranded shipping 

Response: 

The Postal Service purchases the supplies. 



207 

RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBPIUSPS-4 
supplies that utilize the Priority Mail logo? If not, why not? 

Is a private mailer allowed to prepare his own shipping 

Response: 

A private mailer cannot produce or procure his own shipping supplies 

incorporating the Priority Mail logo. This restriction ensures Postal Service 

control over the use and treatment of the Priority Mail brand and trade dress. 
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBP/USPS-5 
supplies in the size and shape of either of the proposed flat-rate boxes, will they 
be able to do so and will they be approved for the proposed flat-rate postage? If 
not, please explain. 

If a private mailer wants to obtain cobranded shipping 

Response: 

Although the Postal Service does not foresee many co-branding 

opportunities for the flat rate box, at this time there are no plans to categorically 

rule it out or treat it differently from other packaging options. 
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN 

DBPIUSPS-6 Will a private mailer be allowed to prepare his own shipping 
supplies in the size and shape of either of the proposed flat-rate boxes, and if so, 
will they be approved for utilizing the proposed flat-rate postage? If not, please 
explain 

Response: 

No. The flat-rate price will only apply to boxes provided by the Postal 

Service in order to ensure packaging specifications are consistent with those 

intended. 
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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON 

DFCIUSPS-2. Please provide the number of postal facilities that have parcel 
chutes or other collection receptacles that will allow customers to deposit either 
of the proposed Priority Mail fiat-rate boxes. 

RESPONSE: 

There is no official count of facilities that may have made local accommodations 

for the deposit of parcels that are of the size of the proposed flat-rate boxes 

However. the receptacles that are being deployed as part of the Automated 

Postal Center (APC) will accommodate these boxes. Approximately 2500 offices 

will be equipped with APCs by the end of this calendar year. 
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DFCIUSPS-3. Please discuss the extent to which customers would be able to 
deposit postage-paid Priority Mail boxes at post offices without entering the 
queue for retail window service. 

RESPONSE: 

The entry of Priority Mail boxes with postage affixed will not change as a result of 

the introduction of a flat-rate box. See witness Barrett's response to DBPIUSPS- 

T2-7c regarding the entry option for packages with postage affixed 
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DFCIUSPS-5. If a rate less than $7.70 for the Priority Mail flat-rate box were 
approved, please confirm that the Postal Set-vice would have the ability to issue 
and sell a postage stamp in the exact denomination of the new rate. 

RESPONSE: 

Not confirmed, at least for the experiment. See witness Scherer's testimony 

(USPS-T-1, at 5) where he discusses the convenience of the existing stamps, 

and the potential for a dedicated stamp in the event of a permanent classification 
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DFCIUSPS-7. Please provide all documents that quantify or attempt to quantify the 
value of the flat-rate aspect of the Priority Mail flat-rate envelope or the value of the flat- 
rate aspect of the Express Mail flat-rate envelope. For purposes of this interrogatory, 
the word "quantify" means to specify or designate an amount in dollars or cents. 

RESPONSE: 

No responsive documents exist 
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OCAlUSPS-TI-17. Witness Barrett states at page 7 of his testimony that Flat-Rate 
Priority Mail packages may be picked up by a carrier from a home or business. Please 
provide estimates of the average FY 2003 costs (in dollars or hours) of the following 
activities: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d .  
e. 
f. 
g.  
h. 
I .  

A curbline carrier's conducting an accountable transaction 
A park-and-loop carrier's conducting an accountable transaction 
A foot carrier's conducting an accountable transaction 
An average carrier's conducting an accountable transaction 
A curbline carrier's picking up a package 
A park-and-loop carrier's picking up a package 
A foot carrier's picking up a package 
An average carrier's picking up a package. 
If any requested average FY 2003 cost (in dollars or time) is not known, please 
confirm that the cost is greater than zero. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

The Postal Service plans to object to interrogatories seeking cost information in 

this docket. A thorough review of the Request and all associated documents reveals 

that nowhere is any cost information addressed. This docket involves an experimental 

Priority Mail option, two sizes of flat-rate boxes sharing the same cubic volume, whose 

price must relate sensibly to existing Priority Mail options. Eschewing a comprehensive 

re-visitation of Priority Mail costs. the Postal Service pursued the only alternative that 

retains the comparability of existing prices with the proposed price for the flat-rate box: 

derivation of a price from the existing Priority Mail Rate Schedule. The proposed price 

of $7.70 is therefore reasonably compared with the existing rates since they share the 

same underlying costs and effective markup. No examination of Priority Mail costs, or 

the costs of any other operational elements participants may care to examine, has been 
prepared; accordingly, there should be no need to provide cost information in response 

to discovery requests 

Notwithstanding, the instant interrogatory seeks information that simply does not 

exist. As such, the Postal Service is choosing to respond to the interrogatories directly 

rather than filing an objection. The latter course of action would be pointless since even 

a supposedly compelled response would not elicit any useful information 

This interrogatory inquires into a service option that has always been provided to 

customers, entry of mail by leaving it in or near a customer's delivery receptacle. The 
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Postal Service recently introduced an internet-based tool that facilitates this means for 

entry by notifying carriers thal mail. which might include parcels, is available for 

collection when they arrive to deliver that day's mail. Such collection mail could be in 

any one or more of several subclasses. Witness Barrett's testimony reflects the 

existence of this option. However, the existence of a flat-rate box option would have 

exactly zero impact on the existence or non-existence of carrier pickup. Internet-based 

notice to a carrier that a pickup is requested when that customer's mail is next 

delivered, and the proposed flat-rate box option simply share the attribute of 

convenience; they are otherwise unrelated. In any event, cost data sought by this 

interrogatory: carrier activity by transaction type, shape, and city carrier route type, do 

not exist and are. accordingly, unavailable. Nor can the Postal Service agree that if 

non-zero costs can be identified, they are attributable to one or more specific 

subclasses. 
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OCAIUSPS-TI-18. Witness Barrett states at page 7 of his testimony that Flat-Rate 
Priority Mail packages may be picked up by a carrier from a home or business. 
a. 

b. 

c. 

What proportion of carrier stops and/or deliveries involved an accountable 
transaction in FY 2003? 
What was the average cost of a carrier stop and/or delivery involving an 
accountable transaction in FY 2003? 
If the requested average FY 2003 cost (in dollars or time) of an accountable 
transaction is not known, please confirm that the cost is greater than zero. If you 
do not confirm, please explain. 
What proportion of carrier stops and/or deliveries in FY 2003 involved picking up d. 
a package? 
What was the average cost of a carrier stop and/or delivery in FY 2003 involving e. 
picking up a package? 
If the requested average FY 2003 cost (in dollars or time) of a package pick-up is 
not known, please confirm that the cost is greater than zero. If you do not 
confirm. please explain. 

f. 

RESPONSE: 

See the response to OCAIUSPS-TI-17. 

a-b. d-e. This information does not exist and can not be extracted from existing 

data sources. 

Unable to confirm. Accountable transactions could entail collection of an 

Express Mail envelope, delivery of an envelope containing stamps previously 

paid for, or more complex interaction between carrier and customer. So one 

cannot conclude that each transaction involves some non-zero attributable costs. 

In the absence of data indicating all such transactions have a positive cost, no 

confirmation is appropriate. See also, the response to part (c) above. 

Furthermore, if a positive, non-zero cost could be identified, the extent to which it 

would be attributable, and the specific subclass or product to which it should be 

distributed, would yet need to be determined. 

C. 

f. 
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OCAIUSPS-TI-19. Witness Barrett states at page 7 of his testimony that Flat-Rate 
Priority Mail packages may be picked up by a carrier from a home or business. 
a .  

b.  

c. 

Please confirm that the fee for scheduled pick-up of a package is $12.50. If you 
cannot confirm, please provide the correct fee. 
What is the average FY 2003 cost (in dollars or time) of a scheduled package 
pick-up? 
If the requested average FY 2003 cost (in dollars or time) of a scheduled 
package pick-up is not known, please confirm that the cost is greater than zero. 
If you do not confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a-b. The reference to a carrier's pickup of a parcel on page 7 of witness Barrett's 

testimony is a pickup that occurs on a carrier delivery route when the carrier 

arrives at a particular customer's address for the purpose of delivering that day's 

mail. See the discussion of this longstanding service option (and the absence of 

costing issues pertinent to this proceeding) in the response to OCAIUSPS-TI-17. 

There is also a special service for picking up mail, reflected in notes to various 

fee schedules, the fee for which was increased by the last omnibus rate 

proceeding. The flat-rate box proposal does not address or propose any 

changes to that fee. 

See the response to OCA/USPS-TI-l8(f). c. 
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OCAIUSPS-TI-20. Witness Barrett states at page 7 of his testimony that Flat-Rate 
Priority Mail packages may be picked up by a carrier from a home or business. 
;1 

b. 
c. 

Please confitrm that the Postal Service offers from its website a package pick-up 
service for which no fee is charged. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
What is the average cost (in dollars or time) of the free package pick-up service? 
If the requested average cost (in dollars or time) of a free package pick-up is not 
known, please confirm that the cost is greater than zero. If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

See the response to OCAIUSPS-TI-I7 

This information is not available. 

Unable to confirm. See the responses to OCAIUSPS-TI-17 and -18 
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OCNUSPS-TI-21. Please refer to your testimony at page 13. You explain that 
tabulation of flat-rate box volume will come from the ODIS-RPW sampling 
system. 
a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Please describe how the ODIS-RPW system will be used to generate total 
Priority Mail (PM) flat-rate box volumes for each 6-month period. 
How accurate will such volume counts be if the PM flat-rate box volume is 
quite low? 
For what annual volumes, by rate category, is ODIS-RPW considered to 
be robust? 
Is it possible that the PM flat-rate box volumes will be below the level 
considered to be robust? 

RESPONSE: 

a .  ODIS-RPW mail volume estimates are generated on a monthly and 

quarterly basis. Sampled mailpieces that are Priority Mail flat-rate boxes 

will be weighted by the inverse of the probabilities of selection; summed to 

the national level, and aggregated to the appropriate 6-month time period. 

Table 2 of the testimony of witness Pafford, USPS-T-3iR2001-1, provides 

estimated coefficients of variation (CV) for FY2000 mail volume estimates. 

The Priority Mail volume estimated CV for FY2000 was 1.10”h This 

would be an approximate upper bound on the accuracy if every Priority 

Mail piece was a flat-rate box. The level of accuracy will be lower than 

this (larger CV), the value of which will be determined by the number of 

flat-rate boxes and their distribution across the country. With no demand 

forecast, there is no way of knowing in advance how precise the estimates 

for the Priority Mail flat-rate box will be. 

The level at which statistical estimates are “robust“ depends on the uses 

of the data. For example, in Docket No. R2001-1 (the most recent 

omnibus case). postal rates were established, in part. using base-year FY 

b. 

c. 
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2000 estimates and associated coefficients of variation provided in 

witness Pafford's Tables 1-3 (USPS-T-3). These estimates would then be 

considered "robust" for that purpose 

d. Yes. 
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OCNUSPS-TI-22. You state at page 13 of your testimony that "some ODIS- 
RPW system changes will be required." Please describe fully all of the required 
changes. 

RESPONSE: 

The ODIS-RPW Priority Mail Marking screen requires redesign to capture Priority 

Mail flat-rate boxes. This new screen would need to be implemented in the 

ODIS-RPW laptop data collection software. The underlying ODIS-RPW laptop 

data record would thus be modified to accommodate the potential for Priority 

Flat-Rate Box entries. When this work is complete, the ODIS-RPW SAS 

riiainfrarne software woirld alsn require modification to accept these new values 

and report the results to the RPW Adjustment Model 



2 2 2  

RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SCHERER 

OCANSPS-TI-23. Please provide a copy of the section of the questionnaire 
that will be used by ODIS-RPW personnel to report PM flat-rate box data. 

RESPONSE: 

ODIS-RPW data are collected via laptop computer software, not hardcopy 

questionnaire. The laptop software data entry screen for recording flat-rate 

boxes has not been completed. However, the concept is not complex. The 

screen that asks for Priority Mail type (or shape) will gain two options, one for 

each of the two Priority Mail flat-rate boxes 
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OCNUSPS-TI-24. Please provide a copy of the instructions that will be given to 
the ODIS-RPW personnel with respect to PM flat-rate box data collection 

RESPONSE: 

These instructions have yet to be prepared 
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OCNUSPS-TI-25. Please list fully all data that will be collected by the ODIS- 
RPW system with respect to PM flat-rate boxes. 

RESPONSE: 

Data elements could include: revenue (postage), volume, weight, mail type, 

indicium, type of mailer (/.e., private sector, federal government, or the Postal 

Service), origin three-digit ZIP Code, destination three-digit ZIP Code (where the 

inailpiece is sampled), special services, forwardedii-eturn status, postmark date, 

type of barcode, barcode source, whether the address is handwritten, meter 

number, and meter manufacturer. Some of these, of course, will not be 

applicable to all mailpieces (revenue, for example, should not require separate 

entry). Some data, in keeping with standard practices, would be commercially 

seiisitive 


